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ABSTRACT
THE RELATION BETWEEN MEDIA EXPOSURE AND BODY SATISFACTION: 
AN EXAMINATION OF MODERATING VARIABLES 
DERIVED FROM SOCIAL COMPARISON THEORY
by
Shelley R. Strowman 
University of New Hampshire, May, 1996
The relation between media exposure and body 
satisfaction was investigated using correlational and 
experimental approaches. Several variables were examined as 
potential moderators of this relation (perceived similarity 
to magazine models, self-relevance of weight, perceived 
control over weight, tendency to compare to models, and body 
mass). These variables were derived primarily from past 
research on Festinger's (1954) social comparison theory. In 
Study 1, male and female subjects reported the amount of 
time they spent reading magazines pre-coded as having a body 
image or non-body image emphasis. Body image magazine 
exposure was unrelated to body satisfaction and self-esteem 
when correlations were computed separately by sex of 
subject. The moderator variables did not play a major role 
in the exposure-satisfaction relation, but many were 
directly associated with body satisfaction, particularly for 
women. In Study 2, female subjects viewed advertisements 
containing thin, heavier, or no fashion models. Graphics 
software was used to manipulate the models' weight while
xi
other factors, such as facial appearance and clothing, were 
held constant. Body satisfaction and self-esteem changed 
minimally in response to all three types of advertisements 
and these changes did not differ significantly across 
experimental conditions. The thin and heavier model 
advertisements received similar liking scores suggesting 
that college-age women may be amenable to seeing models of 
varying sizes in advertisements. In general, advertisement 
liking scores and purchase intentions were higher among 




The major premise of social comparison theory 
(Festinger, 1954) is that people are driven to evaluate 
their abilities, attitudes, and attributes by comparing 
themselves to others. Social comparison enables people to 
determine where they stand on a given dimension. According 
to Festinger (1954), people often strive for self- 
improvement by comparing themselves to those who are 
slightly superior on a certain dimension. He referred to 
this phenomenon as the unidirectional drive upward, also 
termed "upward comparison." Later research indicated that 
people sometimes compare themselves to less fortunate 
others, a tendency referred to as "downward comparison" 
(Wills, 1981).
The present research is concerned with a particular 
instance of social comparison and its effects on feelings 
about the self. Specifically, this dissertation examines 
the association between college students' exposure to 
idealized models in magazines and their body satisfaction 
and self-esteem. Past research has demonstrated that 
comparing oneself to someone who is "better off" can lead to 
dissatisfaction with the self (Major, Testa, & Blysma,
1991), lowered self-esteem (Morse & Gergen, 1970), and
1
jealousy (Salovey & Rodin, 1984). Furthermore, it has been 
shown that looking at magazine advertisements can provoke 
social comparison processes (Martin & Kennedy, 1993;
Richins, 1991).
Past Research on Media Exposure and Body Satisfaction 
The connection between the media's portrayal of 
idealized models and people's satisfaction with their own 
bodies has been studied previously using a variety of 
methodological approaches. These approaches include 
tracking changes over time in the size of models (e.g., 
Silverstein, Perdue, Peterson, & Kelly, 1986), correlating 
self-reported media exposure with body image variables 
(e.g., Abramson & Valene, 1991), and exposing subjects to 
advertisements and subsequently measuring their body 
satisfaction (e.g., Richins, 1991). These three areas of 
research will be reviewed below.
Research Examining Changes in the Size of Models
An indirect method of assessing the media's influence 
on body image is to track changes over time in the size of 
models featured in the media. This area of research has 
looked only at the changing size of female models. The 
assumption is that women's ideas about how they should look 
are defined partly by what they see when they read magazines 
or watch television. In other words, female models and 
movie stars set cultural standards for beauty (Silverstein 
et al., 1986). Thus, if there is a trend for current models
to be slimmer than past models, viewers may find it more 
difficult to attain the cultural norm and may become 
dissatisfied with their own bodies.
Garner, Garfinkel, Schwartz, and Thompson (1980) 
tracked the sizes of Miss America contestants and Playboy 
Magazine centerfolds from 1959 to 1978 and found that the 
women became progressively thinner during that 20-year 
period. Furthermore, this trend occurred while the average 
weight of American women under 30 years of age was actually 
increasing. A follow-up study showed that Miss America 
contestants continued to show decreases in weight as well as 
hip size throughout the 1980s, although the trend plateaued 
during the latter years (Wiseman, Gray, Mosimann, & Ahrens,
1992).
Female movie stars and fashion models have also become 
less curvaceous over time; that is, their bust to waist 
ratios have decreased making them appear more linear or 
tubular (Morris, Cooper, & Cooper, 1989; Silverstein et al., 
1986). In 1894, the ideal female model was 5'4" and weighed 
140 pounds (Fallon, 1990). She dropped to 125 pounds in 
1947 and, in 1975, she weighed only 118 pounds at S'S" 
(Fallon, 1990). While muscular female models gained 
popularity during the 1980s (Corliss, 1982), there has been 
a trend toward waif-like models in the 1990s (Lague et al.,
1993). Unfortunately, there is a lack of research on the 
changing shapes and sizes of male models.
4Correlational Research on Self-Reported Media Exposure and 
Body Satisfaction
The association between self-reported media exposure 
and body image has been investigated in two known previous 
studies (Abramson & Valene, 1991; Stice, Schupak-Neuberg, 
Shaw, & Stein, 1994). Both studies focused mainly on eating 
disorder symptomatology rather than on body image. However, 
these are the only known studies that examined the 
connection between self-reported media exposure and any 
variables related to body image.
Abramson and Valene (1991) asked male and female 
subjects to report the amount of time they used five 
different types of media (magazines, newspapers, television, 
movies, and radio) during the past day, week, and two weeks. 
An average daily usage score of all media was then 
correlated with measures of dietary restraint and bulimic 
symptoms. Abramson and Valene (1991) found significant 
positive correlations between media usage and both measures 
of eating behavior. One interpretation of these findings is 
that with more media exposure, subjects tended to show more 
dietary restraint and bulimic behavior. Alternatively, 
subjects with eating-disorder symptoms may have been more 
likely to seek out various forms of media. A third 
variable, such as social isolation, could also account for 
the findings (Abramson & Valene, 1991).
In the other known study of self-reported media
exposure and body image, female subjects reported their use 
of six media categories during the past month (Stice et al., 
1994). These media categories (e.g., fitness magazines, 
television dramas) were chosen because they were likely to 
feature people with ideal bodies. Results showed that total 
media exposure was positively associated with eating 
disorder symptomatology and body dissatisfaction, although 
the latter correlation was marginally significant. 
Experimental Research on Media Exposure and Body 
Satisfaction
An experimental approach has been used to investigate 
the short-term impact of looking at attractive/thin models. 
In one experiment, subjects viewed photographs of attractive 
or less attractive models and then rated their own physical 
appearance and body satisfaction (Cash, Cash, & Butters, 
1983). The stimulus photos contained a mix of head shots 
and ful1-body views and were cut from magazine 
advertisements. Subjects who saw the attractive models gave 
themselves lower appearance ratings than those exposed to 
the less attractive models. There were no significant 
findings for body satisfaction.
Richins (1991) conducted a series of studies examining 
the connection between exposure to magazine models and body 
satisfaction. She asked female focus group participants to 
record their feelings after viewing print advertisements 
featuring attractive models. Several participants reported
that they compared themselves to the models. Some stated 
that looking at the models made them feel worse about their 
own bodies. Examples of comments were: "I have wide hips.
I always look at the hips. I guess I'm just jealous." and 
"When I look at a model I look at the arms, because my arms 
are awful." When probed for potential benefits of looking 
at models, some participants mentioned feeling motivated and 
optimistic, especially if the model's look seemed 
attainable.
In an experiment conducted by Richins (1991), female 
subjects were shown print advertisements featuring 
attractive models or no models. Those exposed to the 
attractive models were subsequently less satisfied with 
their own general appearance than those in the control 
group. In a follow-up study, Richins (1991) showed subjects 
advertisements containing no models, models' faces only, or 
full-body views. The control group subsequently reported 
greater satisfaction with their faces and overall appearance 
than subjects in the other two conditions. There were no 
differences in satisfaction with one's figure. Richins 
(1991) suggested that this nonsignificant finding could be 
due to the fact that college women are already dissatisfied 
with their figures and, therefore, are unaffected by short­
term exposure to thin models. An alternative explanation 
was that there was a large amount of variance in the figure 
satisfaction scores.
7Irving (1990) showed female subjects print 
advertisements featuring thin, average, or overweight 
fashion models. Although the subjects had varying levels of 
bulimic symptoms, this factor showed no significant effects 
in analyses. Subjects exposed to the average and overweight 
models had higher self-esteem and weight satisfaction than 
did those exposed to the thin models. Subjects in the thin 
model condition showed similar self-esteem and weight 
satisfaction to a no-exposure control group. The author 
suggested that "no-exposure" groups may not actually exist 
because subjects come to the laboratory with a history of 
exposure to magazine advertisements. Conseguently, viewing 
thin models in the laboratory may have little impact on 
subjects, whereas viewing heavier models (who are seldom 
seen in the real world) might actually enhance self-esteem.
A later experiment lent support to this notion. Stice 
and Shaw (1994) found that women who looked at magazine 
advertisements containing average-weight models were more 
satisfied with their bodies than those who looked at thin 
models. As in the Irving (1990) research, body satisfaction 
did not differ between the thin-model condition and a no­
model control condition.
Rather than using magazine photographs, Myers and 
Biocca (1992) showed female subjects a combination of 
television commercials and programs having a body image or a 
non-body image emphasis. Those exposed to the body image
commercials were less likely to overestimate their own body 
size and less depressed than those in the non-body image 
condition. Myers and Biocca (1992) suggested that subjects 
exposed to thin models actually accepted the "you can be 
thin" message and thereby rated themselves as relatively 
thinner than those who saw the average models.
Summary of Past Research
The research reviewed above produced mixed results on 
the relation between exposure to attractive/thin magazine 
models and body satisfaction. Studies that tracked the size 
of models over time demonstrated that models have become 
thinner and less curvaceous (e.g., Garner et al., 1980; 
Silverstein et al., 1986; Wiseman et al., 1992). Although 
these studies support the notion that the cultural ideal for 
females has become increasingly difficult to attain, they do 
not demonstrate correlational or causal relations.
The two studies on self-reported media exposure 
provided evidence for a link between exposure and eating- 
disorder symptoms (Abramson & Valene, 1991; Stice et al.,
1994). However, the direction of the relation cannot be 
determined because the findings were correlational.
The experimental research produced mixed findings. In 
one study, subjects who looked at photos of thin models felt 
worse about their overall appearance than those in a control 
group; however, differences in body satisfaction were 
nonsignificant (Richins, 1991). Two experiments reported
9that subjects who viewed heavier models were subsequently 
more satisfied with their bodies than those who saw thin 
models (Irving, 1990; Stice & Shaw, 1994). Nevertheless, 
those who viewed the thin models did not differ in body 
satisfaction from control subjects (Irving, 1990; Stice & 
Shaw, 1994). Myers and Biocca (1992) demonstrated that 
subjects felt better about themselves after viewing body 
image commercials.
The Present Research 
There are at least two possible reasons for the mix of 
findings in this area. One, it is difficult to detect a 
consistent association between media exposure and body 
satisfaction because there are variables moderating the 
relation. Two, findings may be mixed due to methodological 
limitations of past studies. The general purpose of the 
present research was to further examine the relation between 
exposure to magazine models and body satisfaction. 
Specifically, the research sought to: 1) investigate 
variables that may moderate the relation between exposure 
and body satisfaction and 2) address the methodological 
limitations of past studies.
Investigation of Variables that Moderate the Media Exposure- 
Body Satisfaction Relation
The moderator variables examined in the present 
research were derived from research on Festinger's (1954) 
social comparison theory. Advertising has been shown to
engender social comparison processes (Martin & Kennedy,
1993; Richins, 1991) and social comparison has affective, 
cognitive, and behavioral consequences (Major et al., 1991; 
Tesser, 1991; Wood, 1989). Thus, it follows that 
advertising may influence people's feelings about their 
bodies and their self-esteem. However, the mixed research 
findings reviewed above suggest that other variables may 
play a role in the relation. No known past studies on 
advertising effects have used social comparison theory as a 
basis for exploring moderating variables. Nevertheless, 
empirical evidence indicates that certain moderators exist 
in a variety of other comparison situations. These 
moderators may also be applicable to the exposure- 
satisfaction relation.
Perceived similarity. One variable that has received a 
lot of attention is the similarity between the comparer and 
the comparison other (Wood, 1989). Festinger's (1954) 
original version of social comparison theory emphasized that 
people are more likely to compare themselves to similar 
others. People compare themselves to those who are similar 
on the specific dimension of comparison (e.g., physical 
attractiveness) as well as on related dimensions (e.g., age) 
or even on unrelated dimensions (e.g., college major) (Wood, 
1989). Furthermore, comparisons to similar others tend to 
have more impact on the comparer than do comparisons to 
dissimilar others (Major et al., 1991; Wood, 1989).
Nevertheless, the role of similarity in social 
comparison remains questionable. Kruglanski and Mayseless 
(1990) postulate that people compare themselves to both 
similar and dissimilar others, and that similarity does not 
influence the choice of a comparison other. They suggest 
instead that this choice is determined by the other's 
ability to supply information that meets the comparer's 
needs. Wood (1989) also proposed that similarity was not a 
key determinant of comparison choice.
In addition, similarity may have less influence than 
originally hypothesized because comparisons sometimes occur 
passively rather than being sought (Wood, 1989). Instead of 
actively choosing a similar comparison target, people can be 
forced to compare simply because they are exposed to the 
comparison information. Given the pervasiveness of 
advertising, this type of comparison might apply to 
situations where people compare themselves to idealized 
models. In a study on the everyday comparisons that people 
make, Wheeler and Miyake (1992) found that relatively more 
comparisons were made to strangers than to close friends on 
"asset dimensions" (e.g., appearance) than on "lifestyle 
dimensions" (e.g., personality). They suggested that asset 
comparisons are more likely to be forced because it is easy 
to see others' assets. Lifestyle comparisons are less 
likely to be forced because they often require interaction 
with others.
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Self-relevance. Self-relevance of the comparison 
dimension is a second variable that has received attention 
in the social comparison literature. Comparisons on self­
relevant dimensions tend to have a greater impact on 
comparers than do less important dimensions (Major et al., 
1991; Tesser, 1991; Wood, 1989). In general, when people 
perceive themselves as inferior to another on a dimension 
that is important to their self-concept, they are more 
likely to experience negative affect.
Tesser and Collins (1988) asked subjects to recall 
incidents during which they performed better or worse than 
another on a task that was relevant or irrelevant to them. 
Relevance of the task had no effect on self-reported 
jealousy when subjects outperformed the other person. 
However, when subjects performed worse, they reported a 
greater amount of jealousy when the task was relevant. In 
another study, subjects felt jealous, depressed, and anxious 
after being told that they scored lower than a similar other 
on a test that supposedly measured aptitude in their career 
area (Salovey & Rodin, 1984).
Perceived control. Perceived control is a third 
variable that can play a role in reactions to social 
comparison. Major et al. (1991) propose that negative 
responses are likely when people compare themselves to 
another, feel inferior, and believe that their lesser status 
cannot be changed or controlled. Among other things, people
13
may experience feelings of helplessness, lowered self­
esteem, and loss of motivation.
Testa and Major (1990) told subjects that they 
performed better or worse than others on an initial writing 
task. Perceived control was manipulated by explaining that 
there was a strong or weak correlation between the first and 
second tasks. Subjects in the poorer performance/low 
control condition reported the most depression and hostility 
and showed the least persistence on the second task.
In a study on perceived control and body image, 
subjects with an internal locus of control rated themselves 
higher on physical fitness than did those with an external 
locus of control (Adame & Johnson, 1989). They also rated 
themselves higher on appearance, although these •'correlations 
were not significant. Among the male subjects, an internal 
locus of control was significantly associated with actual 
physical fitness.
Tendency to compare. The extent to which a person 
engages in comparison may also moderate the effects of 
social comparison. People who have a high tendency to 
compare to others may be more affected by social 
comparisons, particularly on dimensions that are important 
to them. Martin and Kennedy (1993) measured the tendency of 
young girls to compare themselves to models, however they 
did not examine whether this tendency moderated the impact 
of advertising exposure on self-rated attractiveness. They
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did find that comparison tendency increased with age (from 
fourth to eighth grade) and correlated negatively with both 
self-esteem and self-ratings of attractiveness.
In another study, subjects were asked to keep records 
of every social comparison they made over a two-week period 
(Wheeler & Miyake, 1992). Results showed that 14% of all 
comparisons were related to physical appearance. There was 
a significant sex difference; 12% of men's comparisons and 
16% of women's comparisons were appearance-related. Other 
studies have reported a negative association between body 
satisfaction and the tendency to make appearance comparisons 
(e.g., Striegel-Moore, McAvay, & Rodin, 1986). Heinberg and 
Thompson (1992) demonstrated that this association existed 
for females, but not for males.
Moderators included in the present study. The present 
research investigated all of the moderator variables 
discussed above: perceived similarity, self-relevance, 
perceived control, and tendency to compare. In addition, 
the moderating role of self-reported body mass was explored. 
Research has shown that body mass is negatively associated 
with body satisfaction (Mortenson, Hoerr, & Garner, 1993). 
Potential Limitations of Past Studies
The second major purpose of the present research was to 
address and correct for some of the potential limitations of 
past research in this area. These limitations will be 
discussed separately for correlational and experimental
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research.
Limitations of correlational research. In both 
correlational studies reviewed above, an association was 
found between self-reported media exposure and eating 
disorder symptoms or body dissatisfaction (Abramson &
Valene, 1991; Stice et al., 1994). While these findings 
demonstrate a significant relation between the variables, 
the direction of the relation cannot be determined and 
causal inferences cannot be made. The implied direction of 
the relation is that with greater body image media exposure, 
people feel worse about their own bodies. However, it could 
also be that with higher body dissatisfaction, people tend 
to expose themselves more often to media that feature 
idealized models. In order to establish the direction of 
the association, it is necessary to conduct experimental 
research.
A more specific limitation of previous correlational 
studies is that it is difficult to determine what aspects of 
the media were important because body image content was not 
coded. Abramson and Valene (1991) measured average daily 
use of several forms of media, but did not determine whether 
these media emphasized body image or not. Stice et al. 
(1994) measured exposure to certain types of media that were 
likely to feature idealized body images. However, they also 
did not empirically verify the content of these media.
Limitations of Experimental Research. The limitations
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with past experimental research are related primarily to the 
experimental manipulation. In some studies, the body size 
of the models was not manipulated even though body 
satisfaction was used as a dependent variable (e.g., Cash, 
et al., 1983, Richins, 1991). In Cash et al. (1983), the 
photographs shown contained women judged to be either 
attractive or less attractive but not necessarily different 
in terms of body weight. Subjects in Richins' (1991) 
experiment viewed attractive/thin models' faces or full-body 
shots, however, the study did not include a heavier model 
condition. Thus, it is difficult to determine whether the 
models' thin bodies (rather than the presence or absence of 
a full body view) had an influence on subjects' self- 
evaluations.
Second, in studies where the models' weight was 
manipulated, the models used across the experimental 
conditions were different people (e.g., Irving, 1990; Stice 
& Shaw, 1994). Thus, instead of varying solely in terms of 
weight, the women featured in the thin and heavier 
conditions varied also in terms of their appearance, 
clothing, and poses. In studies by Irving (1990) and Stice 
and Shaw (1994), the thin models were actually rated to be 
more physically attractive than the heavier models, thereby 
confounding weight and attractiveness. Irving (1990) did 
mention this weight-attractiveness confound and suggested 
that future research separate these two factors to the
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extent possible.
In previous studies, when the models were shown in the 
context of advertisements, the advertisements differed 
across experimental conditions (e.g., Myers & Biocca, 1992; 
Richins, 1991; Stice & Shaw, 1994). A potential problem 
arises with this method because the products advertised in 
the different conditions could have had varying effects on 
subjects. It is difficult to separate these from the 
effects of the models themselves.
Aside from the experimental manipulation, there are 
other limitations to previous experimental research. One is 
that pre-post designs were generally not used; body 
satisfaction was measured only after exposure (e.g., Irving, 
1990; Richins, 1991; Stice & Shaw, 1994). Without the use 
of pre-post measurement, it is possible that any group 
differences found could have been due to preexisting subject 
differences rather than to treatment effects.
Furthermore, male subjects have typically not been 
included. Perhaps this has occurred because of the common 
belief that women are less satisfied and more concerned with 
their bodies than are men (Rodin, Silberstein, & Striegel- 
Moore, 1985). However, several studies have shown that the 
two sexes do not differ in terms of body satisfaction (e.g., 
Cash & Brown, 1989). Women commonly want to lose weight, 
while men are divided between those who want to lose and 
those who want to gain weight (Drewnowski & Yee, 1987).
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Also, there has been increasing societal emphasis on the 
appearance of men's bodies (Pertschuk, Trisdorfer, &
Allison, 1994). Thus, it is important to extend body image 
research to both sexes.
Methodology Used in the Present Research 
Two studies were conducted to further examine the 
relation between advertising exposure and body satisfaction. 
Study 1 was a survey that investigated the relation between 
self-reported magazine exposure and body satisfaction.
Study 2 was a laboratory experiment that tested the short­
term effects of exposure to thin and heavier magazine 
models. Both studies addressed the two major purposes 
discussed above: 1) to investigate variables that may 
moderate the relation between exposure and body satisfaction 
and 2) to address the methodological limitations of past 
studies.
Overview of Study 1
In Study 1, male and female subjects completed a survey 
asking them to report the amount of time they spent reading 
certain magazines. The magazines were pre-categorized by 
independent judges as having a body image or non-body image 
emphasis. A "body image" magazine exposure score was 
calculated and used as the major predictor variable. All 
moderator variables discussed above were measured as well.
This study went beyond the methodology of past studies 
because the magazines were pre-coded for body image content.
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The pre-coding made it possible to look separately at the 
predictive usefulness of general magazine exposure versus 
"body image" magazine exposure.
In addition, the study included both male and female 
subjects rather than females only. Furthermore, subjects 
were asked to recall their magazine exposure during the past 
month as well as during an average month when they were 
seniors in high school. (All subjects were required to have 
graduated from high school in the past year.) This was done 
for two reasons. One, subjects may have had less time to 
read magazines as freshmen in college than as seniors in 
high school. Two, it was possible that prior exposure to 
magazines would be a better predictor of body satisfaction 
than exposure during the past month.
Overview of Study 2
In Study 2, female subjects took part in two separate 
sessions. In the first session, they completed surveys 
assessing all moderator variables as well as baseline levels 
of body satisfaction and self-esteem. In the second 
session, subjects viewed 15 advertisements featuring thin, 
heavier, or no female models. Across the three experimental 
conditions, the advertisements contained the same products 
and advertising copy. Also, the same models were used in 
the thin and heavier conditions; computer graphics software 
was used to make the thin models appear heavier. After 
viewing the advertisements, body satisfaction and self­
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esteem were measured again. In addition, subjects indicated 
how much they liked the advertisements and how likely they 
would be to buy the products.
This methodology goes beyond past research in several 
ways. First, the size of the models was manipulated using 
computer graphics so that the thin and heavier models were 
the same people. This eliminated the possibility that the 
models' appearance, clothing, and poses would confound 
results. Second, the same 15 advertisements were shown 
across experimental conditions. If any particular product 
had an impact on subjects' attitudes, the impact should have 
been the same across the three conditions. Third, subjects 
were asked to rate how much they liked the advertisements 
and how likely they would be to purchase the products.
Thus, it was possible to compare the effectiveness of using 
thin versus heavier models in magazine advertisements. 
Finally, a pre-post design was used to control for pre­
existing differences among groups.
CHAPTER II
STUDY 1: QUESTIONNAIRE STUDY 
Method
Instrument Development
Prior to conducting Study 1, it was necessary to 
develop the Magazine Exposure Survey, the questionnaire that 
measured subjects7 self-reported exposure to magazines. 
Forty-seven undergraduates served as independent judges.
All were students in Statistics courses at the University of 
New Hampshire. None of these students later took part in 
Study 1. The judges were given a survey asking them to list 
up to 10 popular magazines that emphasize body image and up 
to 10 popular magazines that do not emphasize body image.
The survey took approximately 10 minutes to complete.
All magazines mentioned were tallied. The most 
frequently-mentioned magazines within each category (body 
image and non-body image) were selected for use on the 
Magazine Exposure Survey. If a magazine was mentioned 
frequently under both categories, it was not selected.
Adult magazines such as Playboy were not included. All body 
image magazines were judged by the experimenter to be either 
male-oriented (e.g., Men's Health) or female-oriented (e.g., 
Glamour'). Eighteen magazines were chosen for the Magazine 
Exposure Survey. There were eleven body image magazines
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(three male-oriented and eight female-oriented) and seven 
non-body image magazines.
More female-oriented than male-oriented magazines were 
chosen for the Magazine Exposure Survey because respondents 
listed many more of this type. Also, the men's body image 
magazines chosen for the survey were mentioned by relatively 
fewer respondents than were the women's magazines. The 
minimum number of mentions of a male-oriented magazine was 
three, while the minimum of mentions of a female-oriented 
magazine was fifteen. Perhaps this discrepancy occurred 
simply because women's magazines are more likely to have an 
emphasis on body image than are men's. Research has 
demonstrated that popular women's magazines contain 
significantly more articles and advertisements focusing on 
diet than do popular men's magazines (Andersen & DiDomenico, 
1992).
Subjects
Three hundred twenty-three subjects participated in 
this study (115 men, 208 women). All subjects were students 
in Introductory Psychology classes at the University of New 
Hampshire. Sign-up sheets were posted as a means of 
recruiting subjects. Because the study required subjects to 
think about their senior year in high school, the sign-up 
sheets specified that subjects must have graduated high 
school during the previous year. Six male subjects who did 
not meet this requirement took part in the study. Their
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data were included in analyses because they did not differ 
from the rest of the male subjects' data. The mean age of 
all subjects was 18.14 years (Males = 18.31 years, Females = 
18.05 years).
Variables and Questionnaires
Table 1 provides a list of all variables included in 
analyses divided into predictor, moderator, and dependent 
variables. Copies of questionnaires that were created in 
this dissertation are included in the Appendix.
Self-reported magazine exposure. The Magazine Exposure 
Survey. a new survey described earlier, measured subjects' 
exposure to body image and non-body image magazines.
Subjects were first asked to estimate the number of hours 
and minutes they spent reading each of the 18 magazines 
within the past month. They were then asked to estimate how 
much time they spent reading the magazines during an average 
month when they were seniors in high school.
Appearance evaluation. The present study used the 7- 
item Appearance Evaluation subscale of the Multidimensional 
Body-Self Relations Questionnaire (MBSRQ; Cash, 1990). This 
subscale measures people's attitudes toward their overall 
physical appearance (e.g., "I like my looks just the way 
they are"). All items are answered with a 5-point response 
scale. Higher scores indicate more favorable attitudes.
Body satisfaction. The 9-item Body-Areas Satisfaction 
subscale of the MBSRQ (Cash, 1990) was used to assess
24
subjects' satisfaction with specific aspects of their bodies 
(e.g., lower torso, face, weight). The response 
alternatives range from 1 to 5; higher scores indicate 
greater satisfaction.
Self-esteem. The 10-item Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 
1965) was administered to assess general self-esteem (e.g., 
"I feel that I have a number of good qualities"). Response 
alternatives range from 1 to 5 with higher scores indicating 
higher self-esteem.
Social self-esteem. The Texas Social Behavior 
Inventory (Helmreich & Stapp, 1974) was used to assess 
social self-esteem (e.g., "I feel confident of my social 
behavior"). This inventory comprises two 16-item forms. 
Because items on the two forms are similar, only one form 
(Form B) was used in the present research. Subjects respond 
along 5-point scales with higher scores indicating greater 
social self-esteem.
Ideal-current body mass discrepancy. On a background 
survey (described later in this section), subjects were 
asked to report their current weight and height as well as 
their "ideal" weight. Current body mass was calculated as 
[(current weight/current height2) x 1000]. Ideal body mass 
was computed as [(ideal weight/current height2) x 1000].
The ideal-current body mass discrepancy was arrived at by 
subtracting current body mass from ideal body mass.
Positive values indicate a desire to gain weight.
Ideal-current figure discrepancy. The Stunkard Body 
Shane Figures Scale (Stunkard, Sorenson, & Schulsinger,
1983) was used to assess ideal-current figure discrepancy. 
This scale consists of a series of 18 body silhouettes (nine 
for women and nine for men). Subjects were asked to select 
the silhouette of their own sex that best matched their 
current body shape. They were then asked to choose their 
"ideal" figure. The ideal-current figure discrepancy was 
computed by subtracting subjects' current figure ratings 
from their ideal figure ratings. Positive values indicate a 
desire to have a larger body shape.
Similarity to models. A new 8-item questionnaire, the 
Similarity to Models Survey, measured the extent to which 
subjects perceive themselves as similar to magazine models. 
Subjects were asked to rate how similar they were to models 
in general and in terms of seven specific dimensions (e.g., 
appearance, career success, intelligence). Responses were 
made along a 5-point scale with higher scores indicating 
greater perceived similarity.
Self-relevance of weight. The 4-item Overweight 
Preoccupation subscale of the MBSRQ (Cash, 1990) was used to 
measure the tendency for subjects to focus on their weight 
(e.g., "I am very conscious of even small changes in my 
weight"). The subscale uses a 5-point response scale; 
higher scores are indicative of higher self-relevance.
Weight locus of control. The 4-item Weight Locus of
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Control Scale (Saltzer, 1982) was administered. This 
questionnaire measures the extent to which people believe 
their weight is controlled by internal sources (i.e., 
oneself) versus external sources (e.g., luck, fate). The 
response scale ranges from 1 to 5. Higher scores indicate 
greater perceived control.
Comparison to models. A new 8-item survey, the 
Comparison to Models Survey, assessed subjects' tendency to 
compare themselves to magazine models. The survey includes 
the same dimensions as the Similarity to Models Survey 
(e.g., in general, in terms of appearance). Response 
alternatives range from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always). Higher 
scores indicate a greater tendency to compare.
Background survey. This 16-item survey includes 
questions regarding gender, age, class, college major, 
exercise habits, current weight and height, and ideal weight 
and height.
Procedure
All subjects were run in groups. They were first given 
informed consent forms explaining that they would be asked 
about the magazines they read and about their attitudes.
They were then given a survey battery containing the 
questionnaires described above. The surveys took 
approximately 40 minutes to complete.
When subjects had finished their surveys, they were 
given a preliminary debriefing form which stated the general
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purpose of the research. At the end of the semester (after 
all data had been collected), subjects were given a detailed 
debriefing form by their Introductory Psychology 
instructors. The full debriefing was delayed to prevent 
subjects from discussing the purpose of the research with 
other potential subjects.
Data Analysis
The primary goals of all statistical analyses were to: 
1) examine associations between the predictors (magazine 
exposure) and the dependent variables (body satisfaction and 
self-esteem) and 2) determine whether the moderator 
variables played a role in these associations. Descriptive 
statistics, sex differences, and correlations among 
variables were examined first. Pearson correlations were 
used to investigate the relation between magazine exposure 
and the dependent variables. In order to explore 
interaction effects among exposure, sex of subject, and all 
moderator variables, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted. Multiple regression analyses were performed to 
compare the variance explained by magazine exposure, the 
moderators, and the interactions between sex of subject and 
all other predictors.
Results 
Data Reduction and Screening
Body image exposure (BI Exposure) scores were computed 
by summing the number of hours and minutes that subjects
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spent reading body image magazines. This was done 
separately for the two time periods: past month and a 
typical month in high school. Non-body image exposure (NBI 
Exposure) scores were computed by summing the number of 
hours and minutes spent reading non-body image magazines, 
again during the past month and high school.
Distributions of all variables used in analyses were 
examined for normality with histograms. Values more than 
four standard deviations from their respective means were 
considered outliers and removed from relevant analyses.
The magazine exposure variables (both BI Exposure and 
NBI Exposure) were highly skewed because many subjects had a 
score of zero. Several variable transformations were tried 
(e.g., square root, logarithm, inverse), but none were used 
because they did not reduce the skewness. Given the large 
number of subjects with scores of zero, the transformations 
resulted in other skewed distributions, sometimes just with 
a new mode. Furthermore, transformations can make 
interpretation of results difficult. Thus, the actual 
distributions of the exposure variables were maintained 
except in the ANOVAs where it was necessary to dichotomize 
the variables.
Reliability of Surveys
Table 2 presents the reliability coefficients 
(Cronbach's alpha) for all questionnaires, separately for 
males and females. When all subjects were combined, the
29
majority of the questionnaires had reliabilities of at least 
.80. The alpha coefficients were: Appearance Evaluation 
(.88), Self-Esteem (.87), Social Self-Esteem (.87),
Perceived Similarity to Models (.80), Self-Relevance of 
Weight (.81), Comparison to Models (.86). The two measures 
with reliabilities below .80 were Body-Areas Satisfaction 
(.73) and Weight Locus of Control (.56).
Descriptive Statistics and Sex Differences
Tables 3 - 9  show the means and standard deviations of 
all variables for the entire sample and by sex. Sex 
differences were examined with two sample t-tests using the 
separate variance estimate.
Predictor variables. Descriptive statistics for the 
predictor variables are presented in Table 3. There were 
significant sex differences in BI Exposure for both the past 
month and an average month in high school. Women spent 
significantly more time reading body image magazines than 
did men. This was not surprising given the difference in 
the sheer number of male- and female-oriented body image 
magazines listed on the Magazine Exposure Survey. There was 
a significant sex difference for NBI Exposure during high 
school, but not the past month. Men spent more time reading 
non-body image magazines than did women during a typical 
month in high school.
Moderator variables. Table 4 presents the means and 
standard deviations of the moderator variables. Women had
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significantly higher scores than men on Self-Relevance of 
Weight. There were no sex differences on Weight Locus of 
Control. As expected, men had larger body mass indexes than 
women. Women had significantly higher scores on Comparison 
to Models, but lower scores on Similarity to Models. That 
is, women compare themselves to magazine models more often, 
but men perceive themselves as more similar to models.
Sex differences on the individual items of the 
Comparison to Models and the Similarity to Models surveys 
were explored using t-tests (see Tables 5 and 6). Women 
compared themselves to models significantly more often than 
men in general and in terms of eating habits, exercise 
habits, happiness, and appearance. Men and women did not 
differ on comparison dimensions of career success, 
intelligence, or popularity. Men's perceived similarity to 
model scores were significantly higher for similarity in 
general and in terms of career success, eating habits, 
exercise habits, appearance, and popularity. Men and women 
did not differ on the perceived similarity dimensions of 
happiness and intelligence.
Dependent variables. The means and standard deviations 
of all dependent variables are presented in Table 7. On the 
body satisfaction measures (Appearance Evaluation and Body- 
Areas Satisfaction), men had significantly more favorable 
attitudes toward themselves than did women. However, the 
means for both sexes were above the scale midpoint
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indicating that neither sex showed body dissatisfaction.
Men also had significantly higher scores than women on Self- 
Esteem and Social Self-Esteem. Again, the means for males 
and females were above the scale midpoint.
Significant sex differences were found for all ideal- 
current discrepancy variables (see Table 8). Men wanted to 
gain 6.66 pounds, while women wanted to lose 10.45 pounds.
On the Stunkard Body Shapes Scale, the ideal-current figure 
discrepancy was +.24 for men (they wanted to be bigger) 
and -.83 for women (they wanted to be thinner). Both sexes 
reported ideal heights that were larger than their actual 
heights, although the discrepancy was significantly larger 
for male subjects. Males wanted to be 2.03 inches taller, 
while females wanted to be 1.59 inches taller.
T-tests were conducted to examine sex differences on 
the individual items of the Body-Areas Satisfaction Scale 
(see Table 9). Men gave themselves significantly higher 
ratings on several items: lower torso, mid torso, muscle 
tone, and weight. Women did not rate themselves more 
favorably than men on any of the items. The two sexes did 
not differ significantly on ratings of their face, hair, 
upper torso, or height.
Intercorrelations Among Moderator Variables
Intercorrelations were computed among all moderator 
variables. This was done separately for males and females 
so that the correlational patterns could be compared across
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the sexes. Table 10 reports these correlations.
Males. Similarity to Models and Self-Relevance of 
Weight were both significantly, but weakly associated with 
Comparison to Models. Males with high perceived similarity 
had a greater tendency to compare themselves to models.
Those who scored high on Self-Relevance of Weight also had a 
greater tendency to compare. Not surprisingly, Self- 
Relevance of Weight was positively correlated with Body 
Mass.
Females. Similarity to Models was also associated with 
Comparison to Models among females, although the correlation 
was negative. In contrast to males, females with higher 
perceived similarity scores had a lower tendency to compare 
to models. Those with higher Self-Relevance of Weight 
scores were more likely to compare to models; this 
correlation was twice as large as the same correlation among 
males. Body Mass was negatively associated with Similarity 
to Models and positively associated with Self-Relevance of 
Weight. Heavier women reported lower perceived similarity 
to models and more concern with their weight. 
Intercorrelations Among Dependent Variables
Correlations among the dependent variables were 
investigated. Again, this was done separately for males and 
females in order to compare correlational patterns (see 
Table 11).
Males. The correlations among Appearance Evaluation,
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Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social Self-Esteem 
were all significant and positive. Males with more 
favorable attitudes toward their bodies also had higher 
self-esteem. As expected, Body Mass Discrepancy and Figure 
Discrepancy were positively associated with each other.
They were also positively correlated with Appearance 
Evaluation. Those who felt better about their appearance 
were less likely to want to lose weight.
Females. The correlations among Appearance Evaluation, 
Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social Self-Esteem 
were similar in magnitude and direction as those for males. 
However, Body Mass Discrepancy and Figure Discrepancy showed 
many more significant associations with other dependent 
variables among females than males. With more favorable 
attitudes toward their appearance and with higher self­
esteem, females wanted to lose less weight.
Correlations between Moderator and Dependent Variables
Correlations were computed between all moderator 
variables and dependent variables. These are presented in 
Table 12.
Males. Similarity to Models showed significant positive 
associations with Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, and Self-Esteem. With greater perceived 
similarity, body satisfaction and self-esteem were higher. 
Self-Relevance of Weight correlated negatively with all 
dependent variables. The more concerned males were with
their weight, the lower were their self-evaluations and the 
less weight they wanted to gain. Weight Locus of Control 
was positively associated with Social Self-Esteem and 
negatively associated with Figure Discrepancy. Thus, with 
more control, males had higher social self-esteem and wanted 
to gain less weight. Comparison to Models was positively 
correlated with Body Mass Discrepancy. The more often males 
compared themselves to models, the more weight they wanted 
to gain. Not surprisingly, Body Mass showed high negative 
correlations with Body Mass Discrepancy and Figure 
Discrepancy.
Females. There were many more significant correlations 
for females than for males. Similarity to Models was 
positively associated with all dependent variables. With 
greater perceived similarity, women gave themselves higher 
self-evaluations and they wanted to lose less weight. Self- 
Relevance of Weight showed strong negative correlations with 
all dependent variables except for Social Self-Esteem. The 
higher the Self-Relevance scores, the worse females felt 
about themselves and more weight they wanted to lose.
Weight Locus of Control was positively associated with all 
dependent variables, although the correlations were not very 
strong. With more perceived control, women felt better 
about their bodies, had higher self-esteem, and wanted to 
lose less weight. Comparison to Models was also associated 
with all dependent variables, but in the negative direction.
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The more female subjects compared themselves to models, the 
worse they felt about themselves and the more weight they 
wanted to lose. Body Mass was negatively correlated with 
Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, Body Mass 
Discrepancy, and Figure Discrepancy. The heavier females 
were, the worse they felt about their bodies and the more 
weight they wanted to lose.
Relations Between Magazine Exposure and Body Satisfaction/ 
Self-Esteem
Correlations were computed between magazine exposure 
and the dependent variables for all subjects and for males 
and females separately. This was done for both BI Exposure 
and NBI Exposure during the two time periods: the past month 
(see Table 13) and an average month during senior year in 
high school (see Table 14).
Body image magazine exposure during the past month.
When all subjects were combined, there were several weak, 
but significant correlations. BI Exposure was negatively 
associated with Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, Body Mass Discrepancy, and Figure 
Discrepancy. One interpretation of these findings is that 
with more exposure to body image magazines, subjects felt 
worse about themselves and wanted to lose more weight. 
Alternatively, it may be that subjects who felt worse about 
themselves and who wanted to lose more weight tended to read 
more body image magazines.
36
When males and females were examined separately, there 
were no significant correlations between BI Exposure and any 
of the dependent variables. This indicated that the 
correlations computed using all subjects may have been 
confounded by sex of subject.
Non-body image magazine exposure during the past month. 
With all subjects combined, NBI Exposure during the past 
month was not significantly correlated with any dependent 
variables. There were also no significant correlations when 
men and women were analyzed separately.
Body image magazine exposure during high school. In 
the correlational analyses using all subjects, BI Exposure 
showed significant negative associations with Body Mass 
Discrepancy and Figure Discrepancy.
When the correlations were computed separately for men 
and women, there were no significant associations between BI 
Exposure during high school and any of the dependent 
measures.
Non-body image magazine exposure during high school. 
With all subjects combined, NBI Exposure showed significant 
positive associations with four dependent variables.
However, none of these correlations explained more than 4% 
of the variance. As NBI exposure during high school 
increased, scores on Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social Self-Esteem also 
increased.
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Among males, NBI Exposure was significantly correlated 
with Social Self-Esteem. With greater NBI Exposure, Social 
Self-Esteem was higher. Among females, there were no 
significant associations.
Partial Correlations Between Magazine Exposure and Body 
Satisfaction/Self-Esteem Controlling for Sex of Subject
In general, the zero-order correlations between 
magazine exposure and the dependent variables were only 
significant with all subjects combined. When males and 
females were examined separately, the correlations were 
nonsignificant. These findings raised the possibility that 
the correlations for the entire sample were spurious and 
perhaps confounded by sex of subject. This possibility 
seemed likely given that sex of subject was significantly 
associated with magazine exposure and with all dependent 
measures (i.e., there were significant sex differences for 
all of these variables).
To test this possibility, partial correlations were 
computed between magazine exposure and the dependent 
variables controlling for sex of subject (see Table 15).
All partial correlations for BI Exposure were nonsignificant 
indicating that sex of subject did confound the zero-order 
relation between BI Exposure and the dependent variables.
The partial correlations for NBI Exposure during the past 
month were also nonsignificant. However, the correlations 
for NBI Exposure during high school remained significant
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(although their magnitude was quite small) even with sex of 
subject held constant.
Interactions Among Body Image Exposure. Sex of Subject, and 
the Moderator Variables
Analysis of variance was used to examine interactions 
among BI Exposure, sex of subject (Sex), and the moderators 
in relation to all dependent variables. Each ANOVA used a 2 
x 2 x 2 design: the three factors were always BI Exposure, 
Sex, and one moderator variable (Similarity to Models, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, Weight Locus of Control, Comparison to 
Models, or Body Mass). The dependent variables were 
Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, 
Social Self-Esteem, Body Mass Discrepancy, and Figure 
Discrepancy.
Analyses were conducted separately for BI exposure 
during the past month and during high school. The results 
were very similar for all analyses. In order to avoid 
redundancy, results will be presented here only for the past 
month. The past month was chosen instead of high school 
because self-reports were assumed to be more accurate for 
this more recent time period.
BI Exposure and all moderator variables were 
dichotomized at their respective medians. The median splits 
were done within each gender rather than on the whole sample 
because there were more female than male subjects. If the 
medians had been based on all subjects, they would have been
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weighted toward the females' data and cell sizes would have 
been unbalanced.
Results are presented separately for each dependent 
variable within the text and in all tables. Tables 16 - 21 
present cell means for the two-way interactions between BI 
Exposure and Sex, and between all moderator variables and 
Sex. Because BI Exposure did not interact significantly 
with any moderator variables, these cell means will not be 
presented. Also, sex differences for all dependent 
variables were discussed previously; thus, the main effects 
of Sex will not be repeated here. Significant three-way 
interactions are illustrated in Figures 1 - 5 .
Appearance Evaluation. Table 16 presents the cell means 
for all ANOVAs conducted on Appearance Evaluation. There 
were significant main effects of Similarity to Models, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, Comparison to Models, and Body Mass. 
Appearance Evaluation scores were higher for those high in 
perceived similarity to models. They were lower for 
subjects who rated weight as self-relevant, for those who 
tended to compare themselves to models, and for heavier 
subjects. The main effect of BI Exposure was nonsignificant 
for Appearance Evaluation.
The two-way interaction between Sex and Self-Relevance 
of Weight was significant. For both males and females, 
those with high self-relevance scores felt worse about their 
appearance than those low in self-relevance. The difference
40
was larger for females than males.
A Sex by Comparison to Models interaction showed that 
comparison played a greater role in Appearance Evaluation 
for women than for men. Among both groups, those who 
compared more often felt worse about their appearance, but 
the difference was larger for women.
There was a marginally significant interaction between 
Sex and Body Mass. Appearance Evaluation scores were 
similar for light-weight and heavier male subjects. For 
women, lighter-weight subjects felt better about their 
appearance than did heavier subjects.
There was a significant interaction between Sex and 
Weight Locus of Control. This was clarified by a three-way 
interaction among Sex, BI Exposure, and Weight Locus of 
Control. Among subjects with low perceived control, men 
with high BI Exposure had the highest Appearance Evaluation 
scores while women with high BI Exposure had the lowest 
scores. Among subjects with high perceived control, low 
exposure males had higher Appearance Evaluation scores than 
did the remaining subject groups. See Figure 1 for a 
depiction of this three-way interaction.
Body-Areas Satisfaction. Table 17 presents the cell 
means for all ANOVAs conducted on Body-Areas Satisfaction. 
The main effects of Similarity to Models, Self-Relevance of 
Weight, Comparison to Models, and Body Mass were 
significant. Body-Areas Satisfaction scores were higher for
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those with higher perceived similarity to models. They were 
lower for those who rated weight as self-relevant, for 
subjects who tended to compare themselves to models, and for 
people who were heavier. The main effect of BI Exposure was 
nonsignificant for Body-Areas Satisfaction.
There were significant interactions between Sex and 
Weight Locus of Control and among Sex, Weight Locus of 
Control, and BI Exposure. The pattern of means for the 
triple interaction was almost identical to that described 
above for Appearance Evaluation. The three-way interaction 
is depicted in Figure 2.
Self-Esteem. The cell means for all ANOVAs conducted on 
Self-Esteem are reported in Table 18. There were 
significant main effects of Similarity to Models, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, and Comparison to Models. Subjects who 
rated themselves as relatively more similar to models had 
higher self-esteem. Self-esteem scores were lower among 
those who rated weight as important to them and among those 
who tended to compare themselves to models. The main effect 
of BI Exposure was nonsignificant.
A two-way interaction between Sex and Comparison to 
Models showed that self-esteem scores for men were similar 
for high and low comparers. Among women, high comparers had 
lower self-esteem than low comparers.
The three-way interaction among Sex, BI Exposure, and 
Weight Locus of Control was significant. Among men with low
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perceived control, those with more exposure had higher self­
esteem than those with low exposure. Among men with high 
control, those with more exposure had lower self-esteem. 
Among women in both low and high control groups, those with 
more exposure had lower self-esteem than those with less 
exposure. Figure 3 illustrates this interaction effect.
Social Self-Esteem. The cell means for ANOVAs performed 
on Social Self-Esteem are presented in Table 19. There were 
significant main effects of Similarity to Models, Weight 
Locus of Control, and Comparison to Models. People who felt 
they were similar to models and those with high perceived 
control had higher social self-esteem than their 
counterparts. Subjects who tended to compare themselves to 
models had lower social self-esteem. There were no 
significant effects for BI Exposure.
Body Mass Discrepancy. Table 20 reports the cell means 
for the ANOVAs on Body Mass Discrepancy. There were 
significant main effects of Similarity to Models, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, and Body Mass. People who rated 
themselves as low in similarity to models and people with 
high self-relevance scores wanted to lose more weight than 
those high in similarity and those with lower self-relevance 
scores. Heavier people wanted to lose more weight than 
lighter-weight people. BI Exposure was not significant at 
the main effect level.
There was a significant interaction between Sex and BI
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Exposure. Among men, those with more exposure wanted to 
gain more weight than those with less exposure. Among 
women, those with more exposure wanted to lose more weight 
than those with low exposure.
The interaction between Sex and Comparison to Models 
was also significant. Men who compared themselves more 
often wanted to gain more weight than men who were low 
comparers. Women who compared themselves more often wanted 
to lose more weight than women who were low comparers.
The interaction among Sex, Similarity to Models, and BI 
Exposure was significant. Among men with low similarity 
scores, those with high exposure wanted to gain more weight 
than those with low exposure. Among women with low 
similarity scores, those with high exposure wanted to lose 
more weight than those with low exposure. For both men and 
women with high similarity scores, body mass discrepancy did 
not differ much as a function of exposure. Figure 4 
illustrates this interaction effect.
The interaction between Sex and Weight Locus of Control 
was significant. This was clarified by an interaction among 
Sex, Weight Locus of Control, and BI Exposure. Among women 
with low control, those with more exposure wanted to lose 
more weight than those with less exposure. Among women with 
high control, Body Mass Discrepancy did not differ much 
between low and high exposure groups. Among men with low 
control, those with high exposure wanted to gain more weight
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than those with low exposure. Among men with high control, 
those with low exposure wanted to gain weight, while those 
with high exposure wanted to lose weight. This interaction 
effect is depicted in Figure 5.
Figure Discrepancy. Table 21 presents the cell means 
for ANOVAs conducted on Figure Discrepancy. The main 
effects of Similarity to Models, Self-Relevance of Weight, 
Comparison to Models, and Body Mass were significant. The 
following groups wanted to become slimmer to a greater 
extent than did their counterparts: those who felt they were 
less similar to models, those who rated weight as important 
to themselves, those who tended to compare themselves to 
models, and those who weighed more. BI Exposure was 
nonsignificant for Figure Discrepancy.
The interaction between Sex and Weight Locus of Control 
was significant. Men with low control wanted to become 
bigger than men with high control. Women with low control 
wanted to become slimmer than women with high control.
There was also a significant interaction between Sex 
and Comparison to Models. Women who compared more often 
wanted to become slimmer than women who compared less often. 
Among men, high comparers wanted to become bigger than low 
comparers.
Prediction of Body Satisfaction and Self-Esteem from Body 
Image Exposure and Moderator Variables
Regression analyses were conducted to predict body
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satisfaction and self-esteem from BI Exposure and all 
moderator variables. Because the ANOVAs showed that some of 
the interactions between Sex and the moderators were 
important, these interactions were also investigated. The 
regressions were used to compare the variance contributed by 
each predictor variable while controlling for all other 
variables. Standard multiple regressions were used; that 
is, all variables were entered at the same time.
The predictor variables were: BI Exposure, Sex, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, Weight Locus of Control, Comparison to 
Models, Body Mass, and the interactions between Sex and each 
of the other predictors. Similarity to Models was initially 
included, but then omitted because it seemed to be a proxy 
for the dependent variables rather than a predictor of them. 
The interaction terms for Sex by BI Exposure and by each 
moderator were computed by multiplying 1 (for males) or -1 
(for females) by the subject's score on that variable. In 
the regressions for the two discrepancy variables, the 
predictor Body Mass was dropped because of its strong 
association with these variables.
Regressions were also conducted separately for males 
and females so that results could be compared across the two 
sexes. These regressions included all predictors mentioned 
above except for Sex and the interactions with Sex. Results 
will be presented first for the regressions that included 
Sex as a predictor. Then the regressions conducted
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separately by sex will be presented.
Regressions that Included Sex as a Predictor
Appearance Evaluation. The R2 for the regression was 
.35 (see Table 22). Due to overlap among the variables, 
each explained only a small portion of the variance. Of the 
three significant predictors, Self-Relevance of Weight 
accounted for the most variance (6%), followed by Body Mass 
(3%), and then the interaction between Sex and Body Mass 
(1%).
Body-Areas Satisfaction. The regression R2 was .32 (see 
Table 23). There were three significant predictors: Self- 
Relevance of Weight (explaining 6% of the variance), 
Comparison to Models (2%), and Weight Locus of Control (1%). 
Self-Esteem. R2 for the regression was .18 (see Table
24). Again, Self-Relevance of Weight explained the most 
variance (4%), followed by Weight Locus of Control (2%), and 
the interaction between Sex and Comparison to Models (1%).
Social Self-Esteem. The R2 value was fairly small 
(.11), but there were four significant predictors (see Table
25). Weight Locus of Control explained the most variance 
(5%) followed by Self-Relevance of Weight (2%). Two 
interaction terms accounted for 1% of the variance each: Sex 
by Self-Relevance of Weight and Sex by Comparison to Models.
Body Mass Discrepancy. The R2 for the regression was 
.45 which was larger than for all previous variables (see 
Table 26). However, as mentioned above, the individual
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predictors explained small portions of the variance due to 
overlap among them. Self-Relevance of Weight accounted for 
the most variance (7%). The other significant predictors 
(Comparison to Models, Sex, Sex by Comparison to Models, and 
Sex by Weight Locus of Control) each accounted for 1% of the 
variance.
Figure Discrepancy. The R2 value, .49, was the highest 
of all dependent variables (see Table 27). Self-Relevance 
of Weight accounted for 12% of the variance. The other 
significant predictors were: Sex (explaining 2% of the 
variance), Sex by Weight Locus of Control (2%), Sex by 
Comparison to Models (1%), and Comparison to Models (1%). 
Regressions Conducted Separately for Male and Female 
Subjects
Appearance Evaluation. For men, the R2 for the 
regression was .08 (see Table 28). Although this was not 
statistically significant, Self-Relevance of Weight 
explained a significant portion of the variance (5%).
For women, the R2 for the regression was .41. All 
predictor variables except for BI Exposure accounted for a 
significant amount of variance. Self-Relevance of Weight 
explained the most variance (12%), followed by Body Mass 
(6%), Comparison to Models (3%), and then Weight Locus of 
Control (2%).
Body-Areas Satisfaction. The regression that included 
men had an R2 of .11, which was very low, but significant
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(see Table 29). Self-Relevance of Weight was the only 
variable that contributed a significant portion of variance 
to the model (7%).
For women, the R2 was .33. Self-Relevance of Weight 
was the most important predictor, accounting for 9% of the 
variance. Weight Locus of Control, Body Mass, and 
Comparison to Models were also significant predictors, 
explaining 5%, 3%, and 1% of the variance, respectively.
Self-Esteem. For men, the R2 for the regression was 
only .05 which was nonsignificant (see Table 30). However, 
the individual contribution of Self-Relevance of Weight (5%) 
was significant.
The regression that included women had an R2 of .23. 
Comparison to Models accounted for the most variance (6%), 
followed by Self-Relevance of Weight (5%), and then Weight 
Locus of Control (3%).
Social Self-Esteem. The R2 for the men's regression was 
.14 (see Table 31). The two significant predictors were 
Self-Relevance of Weight (explaining 8% of the variance) and 
Weight Locus of Control (7%).
The R2 for the women's regression was .08. Weight 
Locus of Control accounted for 5% of the variance, while 
Comparison to Models accounted for 2%.
Body Mass Discrepancy. For men, the R2 for the 
regression was .14 (see Table 32). Self-Relevance of Weight 
and Weight Locus of Control explained 8% and 5% of the
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variance, respectively.
For women, the R2 for the regression was .24. The only 
significant predictor, Self-Relevance of Weight, accounted 
for 18% of the variance.
Figure Discrepancy. The R2 for the men's regression was 
.25 (see Table 33). Self-Relevance of Weight explained the 
most variance (17%). Weight Locus of Control accounted for 
4%, while Comparison to Models accounted for 3%.
For women, the R2 value was .30. Self-Relevance of 
Weight explained most of the variance (22%). Weight Locus 
of Control contributed 2%.
Discussion
The Relation Between Magazine Exposure and Body 
Satisfaction/Self-Esteem
The primary goals of this study were to determine 
whether BI Exposure was related to body satisfaction and to 
test whether this relation was moderated by any of several 
variables (Similarity to Models, Self-Relevance of Weight, 
Weight Locus of Control, Comparison to Models, and Body 
Mass). Analyses indicated that BI Exposure was essentially 
unrelated to body satisfaction and self-esteem and, in 
general, it did not interact with the moderator variables.
Although some of the correlations between BI Exposure 
and the dependent variables were statistically significant, 
they tended to be weak and most likely were spurious. The 
correlations were only significant with all subjects
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combined (and were not significant when either males or 
females were examined separately). Partial correlations 
revealed that BI Exposure was unrelated to body satisfaction 
and self-esteem when sex of subject was held constant.
In the analyses of variance, BI Exposure failed to show 
any significant main effects. That is, subjects with low 
and high body image magazine exposure did not differ from 
each other in terms of Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, Social Self-Esteem, Body Mass 
Discrepancy, or Figure Discrepancy. BI Exposure interacted 
with sex of subject, but only for one dependent variable 
(Body Mass Discrepancy). There were no significant two-way 
interactions between BI Exposure and any of the moderator 
variables. The triple-order interactions were difficult to 
interpret, particularly for the men, and were therefore 
judged to be of little practical importance.
When regression analyses were performed, BI Exposure 
was consistently a nonsignificant predictor of body 
satisfaction and self-esteem. This was true for the 
regressions conducted with all subjects combined and for men 
and women separately. In the regressions conducted on the 
entire sample, the interaction between sex of subject and BI 
Exposure was always nonsignificant as well.
The lack of significant findings for BI Exposure was 
unexpected. Previous research has shown that self-reported 
media exposure is positively associated with eating disorder
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symptomatology (Abramson & Valene, 1991? Stice et al.,
1994). The present study focused on body satisfaction 
rather than eating disorder symptomatology, but these two 
variables have been shown to correlate with one another 
(Stice et al., 1994).
Neither Abramson and Valene (1991) nor Stice et al. 
(1994) used independent judges to pre-categorize magazines 
as having a body image or non-body image emphasis. It was 
expected that the pre-categorization done in the present 
study would produce stronger and more reliable findings for 
body image exposure. The correlations between body image 
exposure and body satisfaction found here were actually 
about the same size as reported previously. As noted, 
however, the correlations were most likely confounded with 
sex of subject.
The present research focused specifically on magazine 
exposure. Abramson & Valene (1991) assessed total exposure 
to five types of media and Stice et al. (1994) assessed 
total exposure to magazines and television. Thus, it is 
possible that there are cumulative effects of exposure to 
various forms of media and that exposure to only one form is 
not enough to make a difference. It may also be that body 
dissatisfaction is associated with exposure to other forms 
of media besides magazines (e.g., television).
Sex Differences
The Introduction section discussed the fact that men
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have typically been left out of research on the media and 
body image. The present study included both male and female 
subjects providing an opportunity to explore sex differences 
on relevant variables.
Magazine Exposure. Results showed that women spent more 
time than men reading body image magazines during both the 
past month and a typical month in high school. As mentioned 
earlier, the difference in BI Exposure was most likely due 
to the fact that the Magazine Exposure Survey contained many 
more female- than male-oriented body image magazines. This 
makes it difficult to draw any inferences about the sex 
difference in BI Exposure. Nevertheless, past research has 
shown that there are more articles and advertisements 
focused on weight loss in women's than men's magazines 
(Andersen & DiDomenico, 1992). Thus, women may have more 
body image exposure simply because the magazines they tend 
to read have a greater emphasis on body image.
There was also a significant sex difference in NBI 
Exposure. However, it was weak and only existed for 
exposure during an average month in high school (not during 
the past month). On average, men spent more time than women 
reading non-body image magazines during high school.
Assuming that subjects have a limited amount of time to read 
magazines, women's NBI Exposure scores may have been lower 
because they were spending relatively more time reading body 
image magazines. Alternatively, it may be that men are more
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interested than women in non-body image magazines.
Body satisfaction. On both the Appearance Evaluation 
and Body-Areas Satisfaction scales, men showed significantly 
more favorable attitudes toward their bodies than did women. 
These results support past studies showing that women are 
less satisfied than men with their appearance (e.g.,
Sullivan & Harnish, 1990). The findings disagree with other 
studies that failed to demonstrate a significant sex 
difference in body satisfaction (e.g., Cash & Brown, 1989).
The Appearance Evaluation and Body-Areas Satisfaction 
means for both sexes were both above the scale midpoint 
indicating that neither sex showed general body 
dissatisfaction. However, when individual items on the 
Body-Areas Satisfaction Survey were examined, women had 
means below the midpoint for three of the eight items: lower 
torso (legs, thighs, buttocks, hips), mid torso (stomach, 
waist), and weight. The strongest sex difference emerged 
for the lower torso area. Cash, Winstead and Janda (1986) 
administered the same survey to a large sample of adults and 
found that 50% of the women versus 21% of the men were 
dissatisfied with their lower torso. Franzoi and Herzog 
(1987) also showed that women were significantly less 
satisfied than men with their legs, thighs, buttocks, and 
hips.
Male subjects wanted to gain weight (6.7 pounds), while 
female subjects wanted to lose weight (10.5 pounds). The
average ideal-current figure discrepancy was -.83 for women 
and +.24 for men. These findings are consistent with past 
research, although the sex differences found here were 
somewhat larger than reported previously. For example, 
McCauley, Mintz, and Glen (1988) showed that male college 
students wanted to gain 2.9 pounds and female students 
wanted to lose 8.4 pounds. Using the same Figure 
Discrepancy measure as was used here, Fallon and Rozin 
(1985) found an average discrepancy of -.86 for women and 
+.02 for men. In both of these past studies, male subjects 
did not want to gain as much weight as they did in the 
present study. Perhaps the findings in this research 
reflect the growing societal emphasis on muscle and body 
image for men (Pertschuk et al., 1994).
Self-Relevance of Weight. Similarity to Models, and 
Comparison to Models. Results showed that weight was more 
relevant for women than men which is consistent with past 
research (e.g., Pliner, Chaiken, & Flett, 1990). 
Nevertheless, the means for Self-Relevance of Weight were 
below the scale midpoint for both sexes. Thus, both male 
and female subjects in this study were not excessively 
concerned with their weight.
Women compared themselves to models significantly more 
often than did men. Wheeler and Miyake (1992) also found 
that women engaged in appearance-related social comparisons 
more often than men. Men thought they were more similar to
models than did women. The Similarity to Models survey 
asked subjects to rate their perceived similarity to 
magazine models along eight dimensions, but did not ask 
subjects to rate the models along those same dimensions. 
Thus, high perceived similarity cannot necessarily be 
equated with more favorable attitudes toward the self. It 
is possible that someone who thought they were very similar 
to models also had a low image of models. However, the 
Similarity to Models survey did correlate positively with 
body satisfaction and self-esteem implying that men's higher 
similarity scores were indicative of more favorable self- 
evaluations. Women may be more likely to notice and 
criticize themselves for their differences from models 
because they spend more time making comparisons.
Relations between the Moderator Variables and Body 
Satisfaction/Self-Esteem
Although the main focus of this study was on magazine 
exposure, results indicated that many of the moderator 
variables were significantly related to body satisfaction 
and self-esteem. Furthermore, there were different patterns 
of results for male and female subjects. In general, the 
relations between the moderators and the dependent variables 
were much stronger for women than men.
Of all moderators, Self-Relevance of Weight showed the 
strongest association with body satisfaction and self­
esteem. For both sexes, virtually all correlations between
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Self-Relevance and the dependent variables were significant. 
In the regression analyses, Self-Relevance explained more 
variance in body satisfaction and self-esteem than did other 
moderator variables. The Pearson correlations were 
consistently higher for women than men; however, the 
interactions between Sex and Self-Relevance of Weight were 
generally nonsignificant in the regressions and ANOVAs.
These findings lend partial support to the notion that 
weight plays a more important role in self-evaluations for 
women than men (Rodin et al., 1985). Nevertheless, the 
significant findings for men indicate that weight is also an 
important factor in their body satisfaction. While most 
women who show body dissatisfaction want to lose weight, 
dissatisfied men are divided into those who want to gain 
weight and those who want to lose weight (Drewnowski & Yee, 
1987).
Comparison to Models showed significant correlations 
with all dependent measures for female subjects. The more 
females compared themselves to models, the lower was their 
body satisfaction and self-esteem. There was only one 
significant association for male subjects. In the ANOVAs, 
the Sex by Comparison interaction was significant for four 
of the six dependent measures. For Appearance Evaluation 
and Self-Esteem, the interactions showed that Comparison to 
Models played a larger role in self-evaluations for women 
than men. For Body Mass Discrepancy and Figure Discrepancy,
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the interactions indicated that Comparison to Models had 
about the same impact on women and men just in a different 
direction. High-comparing men wanted to gain more weight, 
while high-comparing women wanted to lose more weight.
This pattern of results suggests that comparison of 
appearance, specifically upward comparison to models, plays 
an important role in body satisfaction and self-esteem for 
both men and women. The role appears to be greater for 
women than men. Because the research is correlational, it 
is difficult to determine the direction of the association. 
The presumed direction is that those who tend to compare 
themselves to models end up feeling worse about their own 
bodies. However, it could also be that those who are 
already dissatisfied with their bodies seek out social 
comparison information.
Additional Findings Related to Non-Body Image Exposure
Although the correlations were weak, NBI Exposure 
during high school was positively associated with Appearance 
Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social 
Self-Esteem for all subjects. These correlations remained 
significant when sex of subject was held constant. Also, 
the correlation between NBI Exposure and Social Self-Esteem 
was significant for males.
These findings demonstrate the importance of separating 
body image from non-body image exposure. Although the 
correlations for BI Exposure were confounded by sex of
subject, the direction of the correlations was always 
negative. As BI Exposure increased, body satisfaction and 
self-esteem decreased. The direction of all correlations 
for NBI Exposure was positive. As NBI Exposure increased, 
body satisfaction and self-esteem also increased.
The nature of the relation between NBI Exposure and the 
dependent measures cannot be determined because the research 
is correlational. It seems unlikely that reading non-body 
image magazines would cause people to feel better about 
their bodies or to have higher self-esteem. On the other 
hand, the correlations were significant for NBI Exposure 
during high school; thus, it would be impossible for current 
body satisfaction to influence previous magazine exposure. 
Further research is needed to clarify the relation between 
non-body image magazine exposure and body satisfaction.
CHAPTER III
STUDY 2: LABORATORY EXPERIMENT 
Overview
As outlined in the Introduction, Study 2 used an 
experimental approach to examine the effects of exposure to 
advertisements with thin, heavy, or no models. Female 
subjects participated in two separate one-hour sessions.
The first session was conducted to obtain baseline measures 
of body satisfaction and self-esteem and to measure all 
moderator variables. In the second session, subjects viewed 
the advertisements, provided reactions to the 
advertisements, and then completed post-exposure measures of 
body satisfaction and self-esteem.
The moderator variables included in Study 1 were again 
measured in the present study. Three additional moderator 
variables (locus of control, public self-consciousness, and 
femininity) were also examined because research has 
demonstrated that they may correlate with body image.
People with an internal locus of control tend to rate 
themselves higher on physical fitness dimensions than do 
people with an external locus of control (Adame & Johnson, 
1989). Furthermore, research has demonstrated a negative 
association between body image and self-consciousness 
(Theron, Nel, & Lubbe, 1991) and a positive correlation
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between eating disorder symptoms and gender role endorsement 
(Stice et al.f 1994).
Method
Subjects
One hundred seventy-one female subjects from the 
University of New Hampshire participated in this study. All 
subjects were students in psychology classes and they were 
recruited using sign-up sheets. The average age of subjects 
was 19.66 years.
Variables and Questionnaires
Table 34 provides a list of all variables used in 
analyses divided into independent, moderator, and dependent 
variables. Copies of questionnaires that were created in 
this dissertation are included in the Appendix.
The following variables were assessed in the present 
study and were described previously in the Methods section 
for Study 1: Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, 
Self-Esteem, Social Self-Esteem, Similarity to Models, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, Weight Locus of Control, Comparison to 
Models, and Body Mass. The variables that were new to this 
study are listed below.
Type of Advertisement. The independent variable 
manipulated in this experiment was the type of advertisement 
to which subjects were exposed. As explained earlier, there 
were three between-subjects experimental conditions: 1) 
advertisements with thin models, 2) advertisements with
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heavy models, and 3) advertisements without models.
Liking of Advertisements. A new survey, the Evaluation 
of Advertisements Survey. asked subjects to rate how much 
they liked the advertisements overall and how much they 
liked each of the 15 individual advertisements. The 
response alternatives ranged from 1 to 5 with higher scores 
indicating greater liking.
Intention to Purchase the Advertised Products. On the 
Evaluation of Advertisements Survey, subjects were also 
asked how likely they would be to buy each of the advertised 
products. The response scale ranged from 1 to 5; higher 
scores indicated greater intentions to purchase the 
products.
Locus of Control. Locus of Control was measured with 
the Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966). 
This scale contains 29 forced-choice items that assess a 
person's sense of control over the events in their life. 
Scores range from internal to external; internal scorers 
feel that they themselves control the events in their lives 
whereas external scorers feel that other people or chance 
factors influence the outcomes in their lives. Higher 
scores represent greater externality.
Public Self-Consciousness. The 7-item Public Self- 
Consciousness subscale of the Self-Consciousness Scale 
(Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975) was used to assess 
subjects' concern with how they present themselves to
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others. The response alternatives range from 1 to 5 with 
higher scores indicating greater self-consciousness.
Femininity. The Bern Sex Role Inventory (Bern, 1974) was 
used to measure the extent to which subjects possessed 
feminine characteristics. Subjects were asked to rate on a 
7-point scale how well each of 60 traits described 
themselves. Femininity scores were computed by summing 
responses to the 20 feminine items. Higher scores 
represented greater femininity.
Stimulus Materials
Fifteen different advertisements were created and each 
of these had three variations (thin model, heavy model, and 
no model). Thus, 45 advertisements were developed in total. 
The advertisements were pieced together with the use of 
Adobe Photoshop photo-editing software. The same 15 models 
and advertising backgrounds were used across the 
experimental conditions except that the models were thin in 
the first condition, heavier in the second condition, and 
absent from the third condition.
The thin models were selected from women's fashion 
magazines and clothing catalogs. Their pictures were 
scanned into the computer and then edited with Photoshop.
The models were first outlined with a tracing tool and 
removed from their backgrounds. They were subsequently made 
to appear heavier using various features of Photoshop such 
as the command "Distort," and by simply cutting and pasting
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to add weight to certain areas of the body. The goal was to 
make the heavier models appear about average weight as 
opposed to overweight. That is, they were made to be 
noticeably larger than the thin models, but not so large as 
to appear unrealistic or extremely different from what is 
typically seen in advertisements.
Fifteen different advertising backgrounds were also 
chosen from women's magazines. All were advertisements for 
beauty products (e.g., shampoo, perfume) because the 
intention of the study was to emulate what women typically 
see in fashion/beauty magazines. Most of the advertising 
backgrounds did not originally contain a person; if any did 
contain a person, this person was cut out. Using Photoshop, 
each pair of thin and heavy models was placed into matching 
advertising backgrounds. The backgrounds were used alone in 
the no model condition. All advertisements were made into 
slides.
Manipulation Check
A manipulation check of the stimulus materials was 
conducted prior to the experiment. This was done for two 
purposes: 1) to confirm that the thin and heavier models 
were perceived as being different from each other in terms 
of weight and shape, and 2) to ensure that the heavier 
models did not appear unnatural or unrealistic. A total of 
24 undergraduate females from two psychology classes served 
as independent judges. Although data were collected from
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nine males as well, their data were omitted because the 
actual experiment included female subjects only (and thus it 
was appropriate to limit these analyses to females' 
judgments).
Each class viewed 15 advertisements. Neither class 
viewed the same model appearing both thin and heavy. The 
first class viewed 8 advertisements containing thin models 
and 7 advertisements containing heavier models. The second 
class viewed 7 advertisements featuring thin models and 8 
advertisements featuring heavier models.
The questionnaire asked the judges to rate the models 
in terms of their weight on a nine-point scale (from 1 = 
extremely underweight to 9 = extremely overweight). Judges 
were also given the nine female figures on the Stunkard Body 
Shape Figures Scale and asked to choose the figure that best 
resembled the shape of each model. The silhouettes were 
numbered from one to nine (1 = thinnest figure, 9 = heaviest 
figure). Judges could used fractions if they felt that a 
model's shape was between two figures on the scale.
After the viewing the slides, judges were asked to make 
verbal comments about the advertisements. They were then 
probed to determine whether they thought the models looked 
realistic.
The mean weight rating for all thin models was 3.08 
indicating that these models were perceived as being 
somewhat underweight. The mean rating for all heavier
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models was 4.97 which was very close to the midscale value 
("neither underweight nor overweight"). The difference 
between the weight ratings for the thin and heavier models 
was 1.89 which fell in the range of what was intended. As 
stated above, the heavier models were made to be noticeably 
larger than the thin models, but not to be extremely 
different from them. In fact, the data demonstrate that the 
"heavier" models were actually judged to be average weight.
T-tests were used to compare the mean weight ratings 
for each pair of thin and heavier models (see Table 35). 
Fifteen t-tests were conducted, one for each pair. All t- 
tests were statistically significant in the expected 
direction. Every thin model was judged to weigh less than 
her heavier counterpart.
On the Stunkard Body Shape Figures Scale, the thin 
models received a mean figure rating of 2.59 indicating that 
they were perceived to be much thinner than average. The 
mean figure rating for the heavier models was 4.26 
indicating that they were judged to be slightly thinner than 
the average figure. The difference between the figure 
ratings for the thin and heavier models was 1.67.
Fifteen t-tests were conducted to compare the mean 
figure ratings of the thin and heavy models (see Table 36). 
Again, all t-tests were significant in the expected 
direction. The mean figure ratings of the thin models were 
always lower than the ratings of the heavier versions of the
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models.
In the open discussion period, the general response of 
the judges was that the models appeared natural-looking and 
that the manipulation worked well. Taken together, these 
findings confirmed that the advertisements met the 
objectives of the experimental manipulation. All thin 
models appeared significantly lighter-weight and thinner 
than their heavier counterparts. The pictures of the 
heavier models were believable.
Procedure
Session 1 . Subjects were first given informed consent 
forms. The consent forms stated that the experiment was 
examining how different personalities react to various types 
of advertisements. After filling out the forms, subjects 
were given a survey booklet containing all of the surveys 
listed above except for the Evaluation of Advertisements 
Survey. They were told to answer the items in terms of how
they were feeling "right now." After subjects completed the
surveys, they were scheduled for a second session or they 
provided their phone numbers and were later called to 
schedule the second session. The average time between
sessions was 36.16 days (SD = 14.22).
Session 2. Subjects were assigned to one of the three 
conditions: exposure to advertisements with thin models (n = 
61), heavier models (n = 56), or no models (n = 54). They 
were told that the advertisements they were going to view
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had been cut and pasted for the purposes of the experiment. 
As soon as all subjects had arrived, they were shown the 
advertisements on a slide projector for 20 seconds each.
They were then given the first part of the Evaluation of 
Advertisements Survey (overall liking of the 
advertisements).
When everyone had finished the first booklet, a second 
survey battery was distributed containing the remainder of 
the Evaluation of Advertisements Survey (liking of the 
individual advertisements, intention to purchase the 
products) and the post-exposure personality surveys. While 
completing the Evaluation of Advertisements Survey, they 
were shown all 15 advertisements again for 40 seconds each. 
They were told to answer the items that pertained to each 
advertisement while it was being shown. Combined with the 
earlier 20-second exposure, each advertisement was thus 
shown for 1 minute (for a total of 15 minutes of exposure).
After all advertisements had been shown again, subjects 
were instructed to continue filling out the survey booklet. 
Again, they were asked to answer the items in terms of how 
they were feeling "right now." When they finished their 
surveys, they were given a preliminary debriefing form which 
explained that full debriefings would be given out after the 
entire experiment had been completed.
The full debriefing forms were distributed at the end 
of the semester by their psychology instructors. The
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debriefing was delayed to ensure that subjects would not 
explain the purpose of the experiment to other potential 
subjects.
Data Analysis 
Objectives of Data Analyses
The primary goals of data analysis were to 1) determine 
whether the three types of advertisements had differential 
effects on body satisfaction and self-esteem and 2) examine 
whether Type of Advertisement interacted with the moderator 
variables. Another goal was to compare subjects' liking of 
the three types of advertisements. Again, interactions 
between Type of Advertisement and all moderator variables 
were of interest. Analysis of variance was used to achieve 
all of these analytical goals.
Data Reduction and Screening
In order to assess the impact that the advertisements 
had on body satisfaction and self-esteem, four of the 
dependent variables were examined as change scores. These 
variables were: Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social Self-Esteem. The 
change scores were computed by subtracting pre-exposure from 
post-exposure values. Positive change scores indicated that 
subjects had better self-images after seeing the 
advertisements, whereas negative change scores indicated 
that subjects had poorer self-images after exposure.
The distributions of all variables used in analysis
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were examined for normality with histograms. Values that 
were more than four standard deviations from their 




The internal consistency values of all surveys were 
obtained. Alpha coefficients are reported in Table 37. The 
reliabilities ranged from .65 to .90 with most 
guestionnaires having a reliability of at least .75. 
Descriptive Statistics and Differences Across Experimental 
Conditions
Means and standard deviations of all moderator and 
dependent variables are presented in Tables 38 - 41. Means 
are presented for all subjects as well as separately by 
experimental condition. One-way ANOVAs were used to test 
whether differences existed across experimental conditions.
Moderator Variables. Table 38 presents the means and 
standard deviations for the moderator variables. There was 
only one pre-existing difference among experimental groups. 
Similarity to Models was highest in the group shown the 
advertisements with the thin models and lowest in the group 
shown the advertisements without models. Although this 
finding was statistically significant, the difference was 
not very large.
Dependent Variables. The means and standard deviations
of the body satisfaction and self-esteem variables are 
presented in Table 39. There were no pre-existing 
differences among experimental groups in terms of their pre­
exposure Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, 
Self-Esteem, or Social Self-Esteem. The change scores for 
the dependent variables were very small in magnitude, 
ranging only from -.07 to .09. None of the change scores 
differed significantly from zero. Furthermore, there were 
no significant differences in the change scores across 
experimental conditions.
Table 40 lists the means and standard deviations of 
Average Advertisement Liking and the liking scores for the 
individual advertisements. Average Advertisement Liking 
differed significantly across conditions; advertisements 
without models were liked more than those with thin or 
heavier models. There were eight significant differences in 
the liking scores for the individual advertisements. In six 
of these, the advertisement without models was liked more 
than the other two types of advertisements.
The means and standard deviations of Intention to Buy 
Products and the purchase intention scores for the 
individual advertisements are presented in Table 41. 
Intention to Buy Products was not significantly different 
across experimental conditions. Only one individual 
advertisement showed a significant difference; in this case, 
purchase intentions were highest for the advertisement with
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the thin model and lowest for the advertisement with no 
model.
Intercorrelations Among Moderator Variables
There were several significant correlations among the 
moderator variables (see Table 42). The strongest 
association was between Self-Relevance of Weight and 
Comparison to Models. People who rated weight as relatively 
important to them tended to compare themselves more often to 
models. Body Mass and Self-Relevance of Weight also were 
strongly related; heavier people tended to be more concerned 
with their weight. Similarity to Models correlated 
positively with Weight Locus of Control and negatively with 
Body Mass. People who felt similar to models had greater 
perceived control over their weight and they weighed less. 
Intercorrelations Among Dependent Variables
Table 43 presents the correlations among the body 
satisfaction and self-esteem dependent variables for pre­
exposure, post-exposure, and the change scores. All of the 
correlations were in the positive direction and were 
significant. The strongest correlation was between 
Appearance Evaluation and Body-Areas Satisfaction. People 
who felt favorably about their appearance had higher 
satisfaction with specific body areas. Correlations with 
Social Self-Esteem and correlations among the change scores 
tended be somewhat lower.
The correlations among the advertising evaluation
dependent variables were also all positive and significant 
(see Table 44). People who liked the advertisements were 
more likely to want to buy the products. There were no 
significant associations between the body satisfaction/self­
esteem variables and the advertising evaluation variables 
indicating that these outcome measures were independent of 
each other (see Table 45).
Correlations between Moderator and Dependent Variables
There were many significant correlations between the 
moderators and the body satisfaction/self-esteem dependent 
variables (see Table 46). Similarity correlated positively 
with all four dependent variables. Those who felt they were 
similar to models had higher scores on Appearance 
Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social 
Self-Esteem. Self-Relevance of Weight was strongly related 
in a negative direction to Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, and Self-Esteem. As weight became more 
relevant to subjects, their self-evaluations and self-esteem 
decreased. The correlations for Weight Locus of Control 
were significant, but somewhat weaker. With more perceived 
control, subjects felt better about themselves. Comparison 
to Models and Body Mass were both negatively associated with 
the dependent variables. People who compared themselves to 
models and people who weighed more felt worse about their 
appearance and had lower self-esteem. All correlations with 
Social Self-Esteem tended to be somewhat lower than the
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correlations with the other dependent variables.
There were fewer significant associations between the 
moderators and the advertising evaluation dependent 
variables. Self-Relevance of Weight correlated positively 
with all three variables. Those who rated weight as 
important to them were more favorable to the advertisements 
and more likely to want to buy the products. Also, people 
who tended to compare themselves to models were more likely 
to want to buy the products.
Comparison of Change Scores Across Type of Advertisement and 
Examination of Interactions with Moderators
Analysis of variance was used to compare change scores 
for body satisfaction and self-esteem across the 
experimental conditions (Type of Advertisement). Although 
main effects of Type of Advertisement were not expected, 
interactions with the moderators and main effects of the 
moderators were of interest. Again, a negative change score 
meant that subjects had less favorable self-images after 
exposure, while a positive change score indicated that they 
had more favorable self-images after exposure.
Separate ANOVAs were conducted for each of the four 
dependent variables (change in Appearance Evaluation, Body- 
Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social Self-Esteem).
For each dependent variable, five ANOVAs were conducted (one 
for each of the five moderators: Similarity to Models, Self- 
Relevance of Weight, Weight Locus of Control, Comparison to
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Models, and Body Mass). All ANOVAs used a 2 x 3 design 
(low/high level of moderator by thin/heavy/no model). 
Analyses were conducted separately for each moderator 
because examining interactions among moderators would have 
resulted in very small cell sizes. Results will be 
presented by each dependent variable. Table 47 contains the 
cell means for the variables showing significant effects in 
ANOVA.
Change in Appearance Evaluation. There was a 
significant interaction between Type of Advertisement and 
Similarity to Models for Change in Appearance Evaluation 
(see Figure 6). Similarity had no effect in the thin and no 
model conditions. In the heavier model condition, people 
with low perceived similarity felt worse about their 
appearance after viewing the advertisements, while people 
with high perceived similarity felt better.
Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction. There was a 
significant interaction between Type of Advertisement and 
Comparison to Models for Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction. 
People with a low tendency to compare felt worse about their 
bodies after viewing heavy models and slightly better after 
viewing thin models. High comparers felt worse after seeing 
advertisements without models. Figure 7 illustrates this 
interaction effect.
There was also a significant interaction between Type 
of Advertisement and Body Mass. Lighter-weight subjects
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felt worse about their bodies after viewing heavy models. 
Heavier subjects felt better about their bodies after seeing 
heavy models and worse after viewing advertisements without 
models (see Figure 8).
Change in Self-Esteem. There were two significant main 
effects for Change in Self-Esteem. Lighter-weight subjects 
and people who scored low in Self-Relevance of Weight had 
lower self-esteem after exposure. Heavier subjects and 
those who scored high in Self-Relevance of Weight had higher 
post-exposure self-esteem.
Change in Social Self-Esteem. The main effect of 
Similarity to Models was significant. People who rated 
themselves as similar to models felt about the same after 
viewing the advertisements, while those who rated themselves 
as less similar had lower social self-esteem.
Comparison of Advertisement Liking Across Type of 
Advertisement and Examination of Interactions with 
Moderators
Analysis of variance was used to compare liking of the 
advertisements across experimental conditions and to examine 
the interacting role of the five moderator variables. The 
dependent variables were the average liking score for all 15 
advertisements (Average Liking of Advertisements), average 
intention to buy the 15 products (Intention to Buy 
Products), and the one-item measure of the overall liking of 
the advertisements (Overall Liking of Advertisements). All
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ANOVAs used a 2 x 3 design (low/high level of moderator by 
thin/heavy/no model).
Results will be presented separately for each dependent 
variable. Differences in the dependent variables across 
experimental conditions have already been discussed; thus, 
these will not be repeated here. Table 48 contains the 
cells means for significant factors in the ANOVAs.
Average Liking of Advertisements. There was a 
significant main effect of Self-Relevance of Weight. People 
who rated weight as important to them liked the 
advertisements more than those who rated weight as less 
important.
Average Intention to Buy Products. There were two 
significant main effects. Subjects who scored higher on 
Self-Relevance of Weight were more likely to want to buy the 
products than those who scored low. Those who tended to 
compare themselves to models had higher purchase intention 
scores than those with less of a tendency to compare 
themselves.
Overall Liking of Advertisements. There were no 
significant findings for Overall Liking of Advertisements.
Auxiliary Findings
Three other moderator variables were measured in 
addition to those discussed above. Because these variables 
were not central to the hypotheses being tested, their 
results are being presented in this auxiliary section. The
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additional moderator variables were: Locus of Control,
Public Self-Consciousness, and Femininity.
Correlations between Auxiliary Variables and Other Measures
Pearson correlations were computed between the three 
auxiliary variables and all other moderator and dependent 
variables. Table 49 presents these correlations. Several 
significant correlations existed. Locus of Control was 
negatively correlated with Similarity to Models, Weight 
Locus of Control, Appearance Evaluation, Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social Self-Esteem. These 
findings indicated that an external Locus of Control was 
associated with lower perceived similarity to models, less 
control over one's weight, lower body satisfaction, and 
lower self-esteem. Locus of Control was positively 
associated with Self-Relevance of Weight and Comparison to 
Models. People with an external Locus of Control tended to 
compare themselves to models and to be more concerned about 
their weight.
The same pattern of correlations was found for the 
variable Public Self-Consciousness. That is, higher public 
self-consciousness scores were associated with lower scores 
on Similarity to Models, Weight Locus of Control, Appearance 
Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social 
Self-Esteem. There were very strong positive correlations 
between Public Self-Consciousness and both Self-Relevance of 
Weight and Comparison to Models. Public Self-Consciousness
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was also correlated with Intention to Buy Products. People 
with greater self-consciousness were more likely to want to 
buy the advertised products.
Femininity was positively correlated with Similarity to 
Models, Weight Locus of Control, Self-Esteem, and Average 
Advertisement Liking. With higher femininity scores, people 
felt more perceived similarity to models, had greater 
perceived control over their weight, had higher self-esteem, 
and liked the advertisements more.
Interactions between Type of Advertisement and Auxiliary 
Moderator Variables
Analysis of variance was used to examine the 
interaction between Type of Advertisement and the auxiliary 
moderators in terms of the seven dependent variables tested 
above. The dependent variables were: 1) Change in 
Appearance Evaluation, 2) Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction, 
3) Change in Self-Esteem, 4) Change in Social Self-Esteem,
5) Average Liking of Advertisements, 6) Intention to Buy 
Products, and 7) Overall Liking of Advertisements. Separate 
ANOVAs were conducted for the seven dependent variables as 
well as for the three moderator variables (Locus of Control, 
Public Self-Consciousness, Femininity). Table 50 presents 
the cell means for significant ANOVAs conducted on the 
change score dependent variables. The cell means for 
significant ANOVAs conducted on the advertisement liking 
dependent variables are shown in Table 51.
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Change in Appearance Evaluation. There was a 
significant main effect of Locus of Control for Change in 
Appearance Evaluation. People with an internal Locus of 
Control felt better after viewing the advertisements 
(regardless of which type of advertisement they saw), while 
people with an external Locus of Control felt about the same 
before and after.
Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction. There were no 
significant effects for Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction.
Change in Self-Esteem. There was a significant main 
effect of Public Self-Consciousness for Change in Self- 
Esteem. People with a lower tendency to be self-conscious 
felt worse after viewing the advertisements, while people 
with a higher tendency to be self-conscious felt better 
after viewing them.
Change in Social Self-Esteem. There were no significant 
effects for Change in Social Self-Esteem.
Average Liking of Advertisements. There was a 
significant main effect of Femininity for Liking of 
Advertisements. Subjects with higher femininity scores 
liked the advertisements more.
Intention to Buy Products. There was a significant main 
effect of Public Self-Consciousness for Intention to Buy 
Products. People with higher public self-consciousness 
scores had greater intentions to buy the advertised 
products.
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Overall Likina of Advertisements. There was a 
significant interaction between Locus of Control and Type of 
Advertisement for Overall Liking of Advertisements. Among 
people with an internal Locus of Control, advertisements 
with thin models were liked least and advertisements without 
models were liked most. Among people with an external Locus 
of Control, advertisements with thin models were liked most 
and advertisements without models were liked least. This 
interaction is depicted in Figure 9.
Discussion
Advertisements' Effects on Body Satisfaction and Self-Esteem
The independent variable, Type of Advertisement, did 
not affect body satisfaction or self-esteem at the main 
effect level. For all pre-post change scores (Appearance 
Evaluation, Body-Areas Satisfaction, Self-Esteem, and Social 
Self-Esteem), there were no significant differences across 
the three experimental conditions. The lack of main effects 
was not surprising given the small magnitude of the average 
change scores. Of the 12 change scores (four dependent 
variables by three experimental conditions), the largest 
change was .09. None of the change scores differed 
significantly from zero indicating that there were no pre­
post changes in any of the dependent variables.
It was expected that body satisfaction and self-esteem 
would change to a greater extent than occurred. In previous 
research, subjects who imagined themselves in four different
situations gave themselves significantly different body 
satisfaction ratings across the situations (Haimovitz, 
Lansky, & O'Reilly, 1993). On the other hand, the test- 
retest reliabilities of the surveys used here indicate that 
scores on the tests are relatively stable. For example, the 
1-month test-retest reliability of the Appearance Evaluation 
subscale is .91 for females (Cash, 1990). The reliability 
of the Body-Areas Satisfaction subscale is .74 for females 
(Cash, 1990). These reliability values, while reasonably 
high, do not imply that test scores are unalterable in 
response to experimental treatments. Clearly, the 
reliabilities were assessed in situations where no 
experimental manipulation took place.
Although Type of Advertisement was not significant at 
the main effect level, it interacted with three moderator 
variables. For Change in Appearance Evaluation, there was a 
significant interaction between Type of Advertisement and 
Similarity to Models. For Change in Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, Type of Advertisement interacted with both 
Comparison to Models and Body Mass. All moderators had the 
least impact in the thin model condition and the most impact 
in the heavier model condition.
The interactions for Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction 
showed that subjects who tended to compare themselves to 
models and those who weighed more felt better about 
themselves after viewing the heavier models. Past research
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has shown that body dissatisfaction is associated with 
comparing one's body to others' bodies (Striegel-Moore et 
al., 1986) and having a higher body mass index (Mortenson et 
al, 1993). Thus, the present findings suggest that people 
who came to the experiment feeling relatively dissatisfied 
with their own bodies received a boost after looking at 
atypically larger models. Perhaps these subjects engaged in 
downward comparison, perceiving themselves as looking better 
than the models. Downward comparison has been shown to 
improve people's feelings about themselves (Wills, 1981).
The interactions for Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction 
also showed that lighter-weight people and low comparers 
felt worse about their own bodies after viewing heavier 
models. Perhaps the heavier models posed a psychological 
threat to these subjects (who were relatively satisfied with 
their own bodies) and made them consider the possibility 
that they could easily gain weight themselves. Thus, these 
subjects may have also engaged in downward comparison with 
the heavier models, but the affective consequence of 
downward comparison for them was a decrease in body 
satisfaction. Buunk, Collins, Taylor, VanYperen, and Dakof 
(1990) found that both upward and downward comparisons can 
have either positive or negative consequences depending on 
how people interpret the comparison information.
The interaction between Type of Advertisement and 
Similarity to Models is difficult to explain. The pattern
of means showed that subjects high in perceived similarity 
felt better about their appearance after viewing heavier 
models, while those lower in perceived similarity felt 
worse. Given that Similarity to Models was positively 
correlated with body satisfaction, it was expected that 
people low in similarity would feel better after viewing the 
heavier models. This alternative pattern of results would 
have been consistent with the findings discussed above for 
Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction. That is, people who came 
to the experiment with lower body satisfaction were expected 
to feel better after looking at the heavier models.
It is interesting that the moderators had little impact 
in the thin model condition. This may have occurred because 
subjects are constantly exposed to thin models in the real 
world and a 15-minute period of exposure in the laboratory 
was not enough to affect them. On the other hand, having 
had less real-world exposure to heavier models, they were 
more susceptible to change when viewing these models in this 
experiment.
Other Findings Related to Social Comparison
Past research indicates that people often compare 
themselves to similar others and that these comparisons have 
a greater impact than do comparisons to dissimilar others 
(Wood, 1989). Kruglanski & Mayseless (1990) suggest that 
similarity is not a crucial factor in social comparison.
The present experiment supports this latter notion. There
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was virtually no correlation between Similarity to Models 
and Comparison to Models. Therefore, subjects who perceived 
themselves as similar to models were no more likely to 
engage in comparison with models.
Self-Relevance of Weight and Weight Locus of Control 
did not interact with Type of Advertisement in the ANOVAs. 
However, there was some evidence that they played a role in 
social comparison to magazine models. Self-Relevance showed 
a strong positive correlation with Comparison to Models 
indicating that subjects who rated weight as important to 
them were more likely to engage in comparison. There was 
also a negative association between Weight Locus of Control 
and Comparison to Models demonstrating that people with 
lower perceived control were more likely to compare to 
models.
Likina of Advertisements and Intentions to Purchase Products
Liking scores for all 15 advertisements were averaged 
to form the variable Average Liking of Advertisements. The 
ANOVAs showed that this variable differed significantly 
across Type of Advertisement. Ratings of the thin and heavy 
model advertisements were slightly below the scale midpoint 
and were equal, while the rating of advertisements without 
models was slightly above the scale midpoint.
This finding was surprising. It was expected that 
subjects would like the advertisements containing thin 
models best. Past studies have shown that advertisements
with attractive models/spokespeople are liked more than 
those with unattractive models (Joseph, 1982). Furthermore, 
attractive people are perceived as having more socially 
desirable traits, a phenomenon known as the "what is 
beautiful is good" stereotype (Dion, Bercheid, & Walster, 
1972). No known studies have compared advertisement 
evaluations while manipulating the body size of models. 
However, research has demonstrated that overweight people 
are ascribed negative traits to a greater extent than are 
people of normal weight (Rodin et al., 1985).
There are at least two possible explanations for 
subjects liking the advertisements without models most. 
First, they may have been tired of seeing attractive women 
promoting products regardless of whether the women were thin 
or heavier. Thus, the advertisements without models offered 
a refreshing change, one where products were advertised 
without a woman standing next to a product.
An alternative explanation is that the photo-editing of 
stimulus materials was done in such a way that the models 
appeared awkward next to the products. The advertisements 
without models probably had a cleaner appearance because 
they generally reguired little editing. In the 
advertisements that contained models, the models had been 
added to the advertising background. Nevertheless, it is 
interesting that the advertisements with heavier models were 
liked just as much as those with thin models.
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Type of Advertisement did not interact significantly 
with any of the moderator variables for Average Liking of 
Advertisements. However, there was a significant main 
effect of one moderator variable. Subjects who scored 
higher in Self-Relevance of Weight liked the advertisements 
more than those who scored lower. This may be because the 
advertised products were geared toward improving one's 
appearance, although none of the products were weight- 
related. Still, people who are concerned with their weight 
may be focused on enhancing their appearance in general.
Subjects' intentions to purchase each of the 15 
products were averaged to form the variable Intention to Buy 
Products. Type of Advertisement did not show a main effect 
for this dependent variable. Apparently, even though 
subjects gave the highest rating to the advertisements 
without models, this did not translate to greater purchase 
intentions in that condition. This finding supports past 
research showing that purchase intentions were unaffected by 
the attractiveness of models in advertisements (Caballero, 
Lumpkin, & Madden, 1989).
It is also possible that subjects based their purchase 
intentions completely on their experience with the products 
or the likability of the products regardless of the type of 
model advertising the product. Separate ANOVAs were 
conducted for each of the 15 advertisements and only one of 
them showed a main effect of Type of Advertisement. This
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indicated that purchase intentions were the same across 
conditions not only when averaged across all advertisements, 
but also for almost every individual advertisement.
Nevertheless, there were significant main effects of 
two moderator variables, Self-Relevance of Weight and 
Comparison to Models. Intention to Buy Products was greater 
in people who rated weight as relatively important to them 
and people with a higher tendency to compare themselves to 
models. These findings are consistent with the main effect 
of Self-Relevance of Weight for Liking of Advertisements. 
Subjects who think about their weight and who compare 
themselves to models may be more likely to want to improve 
their appearance with the use of beauty products.
Auxiliary Findings
Three additional moderator variables, Locus of Control, 
Public Self-Consciousness and Femininity, were investigated 
due to their relation with body image. These variables did 
not interact significantly with Type of Advertisement for 
any of the dependent variable change scores. There was, 
however, a main effect of Public Self-Consciousness for 
Change in Self-Esteem. People high in self-consciousness 
showed an increase in self-esteem after viewing the 
advertisements while people low in self-consciousness showed 
a decrease.
This is consistent with the main effects of Self- 
Relevance of Weight and Body Mass for Change in Self-Esteem.
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People who came to the experiment weighing more or feeling 
worse about themselves (i.e., more concerned with their 
weight or more self-conscious) had higher self-esteem after 
seeing the slides regardless of which type of advertisement 
they saw.
With respect to the advertisement evaluations, there 
were two significant main effects. People higher in self- 
consciousness were more interested in purchasing the 
products than were those lower in self-consciousness. 
Subjects who scored higher in femininity liked the 
advertisements more than those scoring lower. Both of these 
findings make sense given that the products were geared 
toward improving one's appearance. People concerned with 
how they present themselves to others may have been more 
interested in beauty products because the products can help 
them improve their public image. People who endorse the 
feminine sex role might have been more interested in the 
products because beauty is considered both a feminine 
characteristic and an obligation (Rodin et al., 1985).
There was a significant interaction between Locus of 
Control and Type of Advertisement for Overall Advertisement 
Liking. The advertisements with thin models were liked more 
by subjects with an external locus of control, while the 
advertisements without models were liked more by those with 
an internal locus of control.
This interaction pattern suggests that women with high
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perceived control over the events in their lives tend to be 
more interested in getting product information than in being 
sold products by idealized models. In fact, because their 
overall liking scores for the advertisements with thin 
models were below the scale midpoint, it is possible that 
women with an internal locus of control actually reject the 
use of thin models. Advertisements with thin models seem to 
be more effective for women who feel relatively less control 
over events in their lives. Perhaps these women look toward 
spokespeople to guide them in their purchasing decisions.
CHAPTER IV
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The major finding of the present research was that body 
image media exposure was essentially unrelated to body 
satisfaction and self-esteem. In Study 1, the correlations 
between body image magazine exposure and self-evaluations 
were very weak and most likely spurious. In Study 2, 
subjects' body satisfaction and self-esteem changed 
minimally in response to advertisements featuring thin, 
heavier, or no models.
As discussed earlier, previous studies on media 
exposure have produced inconsistent results. The present 
research sought to clarify these inconsistencies in two 
ways: 1) by investigating variables that moderate the 
relation between media exposure and body satisfaction and 2) 
by addressing potential limitations of past studies.
Several moderator variables derived from social 
comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) were tested. These 
variables have been shown to moderate reactions to social 
comparison in other situations (Wood, 1989). New 
methodological approaches were used as a means of 
controlling for confounding variables. In Study 1, 
magazines were pre-categorized by judges as having a body 
image or non-body image emphasis. In Study 2, the weight of
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the models was manipulated while their appearance was held 
constant. Despite the use of these new methodologies, no 
evidence was found for a relation between body image media 
exposure and body satisfaction. Furthermore, there were 
only a few interactions between media exposure and the 
moderator variables, and these were generally of minimal 
practical significance.
The lack of significant findings for body image 
exposure can be explained in at least two ways. One, there 
really is no relation or only a weak relation between 
exposure and body satisfaction. Two, methodological 
constraints may make it difficult to measure the association 
between media exposure and body satisfaction. Discussion of 
these two possible explanations follows.
Is there a Relation between 
Media Exposure and Body Satisfaction?
The evidence for a relation between media exposure and 
body satisfaction is mixed. Two past studies reported 
positive associations between self-reported media exposure 
and eating-disorder symptoms (Abramson & Valene, 1991; Stice 
et al., 1994). Due to the correlational nature of the 
studies, the findings could indicate that people with high 
media exposure tend to have eating-disorder symptoms or that 
people with these symptoms tend to expose themselves to the 
media. As mentioned earlier, social isolation or other 
variables could also account for the relation (Abramson &
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Valene, 1991). In neither study was the body image content 
of the media empirically verified. Thus, eating-disorder 
symptoms cannot be linked specifically with body image 
exposure.
The Introduction section reviewed several experiments 
that assessed the impact of looking at thin/attractive 
models on body satisfaction (e.g., Irving, 1990; Richins, 
1991). These experiments produced varied findings. 
Furthermore, none of the experiments manipulated the models' 
body size while controlling for their appearance. This 
raised the possibility that the models' appearance and 
weight were confounded. Aside from differing in terms of 
facial appearance, the thin models might have worn more 
revealing clothing or may have posed differently than the 
heavier models.
In fact, both Irving (1991) and Stice and Shaw (1994) 
reported that their thin models were given higher overall 
attractiveness ratings than were their average-weight 
models. Thus, any significant differences in subjects' body 
satisfaction could have been due to the models' physical 
appearance rather than their body weight. In Study 2 of the 
present research, when the appearance of the models was held 
constant, no differences in body satisfaction were found 
across experimental conditions.
Taken together, the mixed findings from past studies 
and the weak findings in the present research call into
93
question the purported effect of media exposure on body 
satisfaction. There may be an association between the two 
variables, but the direction of the association cannot be 
determined. Rather than media exposure affecting body 
satisfaction, the opposite may actually be occurring. 
Furthermore, extraneous variables (e.g., social isolation or 
a sedentary lifestyle) might account for any association 
between media exposure and body satisfaction.
Methodological Constraints in Research on Media Exposure
A second explanation for the inconsistent findings in 
this research area is that methodological constraints make 
it difficult to detect effects. The causal influence of 
media exposure on body satisfaction can be studied in the 
laboratory, but any effects seen may only be short-term. 
Furthermore, short-term effects may be very difficult to 
measure because subjects come to the laboratory with a long 
history of exposure. It may be impossible to alter their 
body satisfaction and self-esteem within the typical time 
allotted for an experiment. Also, "no exposure" control 
conditions are questionable due to subjects' extensive 
history of exposure (Irving, 1990).
It is even more difficult to measure long-term effects 
of media exposure on body satisfaction. A true test of 
long-term effects would be completely impractical and 
perhaps unethical. It would require a longitudinal study in 
which subjects' media exposure was regulated beginning at a
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very early age. If researchers hypothesized that body image 
media exposure causes people to feel worse about themselves, 
this type of research would also be unethical.
Long-term effects can perhaps be studied using 
correlational methods where subjects are asked to report 
their media exposure. Unfortunately, correlational studies 
cannot be used to make causal inferences about the direction 
of the association. They are also limited to subjects' 
self-reports which could be inaccurate.
Additional Findings from the Present Research 
Although the major focus of this research was on media 
exposure, additional relations between variables were 
investigated. In both studies, the moderator variables 
(Similarity to Models, Self-Relevance of Weight, Weight 
Locus of Control, Comparison to Models, and Body Mass) 
showed significant associations with body satisfaction and 
self-esteem. In Study 1, these associations were generally 
stronger for women than men; this suggests that weight- 
related factors and the tendency to engage in social 
comparison of appearance may play a more important role for 
women. Nevertheless, there were still several significant 
correlations for men, particularly for Self-Relevance of 
Weight, indicating that weight-related variables play a role 
in self-evaluations for men as well.
Tests of sex differences in Study 1 showed that men 
were more satisfied with their bodies in general, but that
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neither sex was dissatisfied. Men and women differed most 
on their self-evaluations of the lower torso area (legs, 
thighs, buttocks, and hips). Also, women compared 
themselves to models more often, but men thought they were 
more similar to models. As mentioned, women may have more 
opportunity to criticize their differences from models 
because they spend more time comparing.
In Study 2, there were several findings related to the 
advertisements themselves. First, the advertisements with 
thin and heavier models received the same liking scores, 
while those without models were liked most. These findings 
could have been due to imperfections in editing the 
advertisements containing models. On the other hand, it may 
be that college-age women are just as amenable to seeing 
average-weight or slightly heavier models in advertisements 
as they are to seeing thin models. This possibility is 
further supported by the fact that intention-to-purchase 
scores did not differ significantly across experimental 
conditions. Perhaps advertising agencies could include a 
broader range of models in their advertisements (Irving, 
1990) without risking the loss of certain audience members.
Second, the advertisement liking indices were 
positively associated with several moderator variables 
(i.e., Self-Relevance of Weight, Comparison to Models,
Public Self-Consciousness, and Femininity). Women who 
tended to be concerned with their weight and appearance
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liked the advertisements more or showed greater intentions 
to buy the products. This was true regardless of the type 
of advertisement shown; thus, these findings might be 
attributable to the advertised products rather than to the 
models. Because all of the advertisements were for beauty 
products, it is not surprising that they appealed more to 
those focused on their appearance.
The interaction between Locus of Control and Type of 
Exposure implied that advertising effectiveness may depend 
on viewers' perceived control over the events in their own 
lives. Advertisements containing thin models appealed more 
to women with an external locus of control. As noted, those 
with relatively less perceived control may look toward 
others (i.e., attractive spokespeople) to help them make 
purchasing decisions. Advertisements without models 
appealed more to women with an internal locus of control. 
Those with relatively more perceived control may prefer 
making purchasing decisions themselves by looking at product 
information.
Contributions to the Social Comparison Literature
The present research focused on a specific application 
of social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954). Past 
research has shown that media exposure can provoke social 
comparison to models featured in the media (Richins, 1991). 
Other studies have shown that variables such as similarity, 
self-relevance, and perceived control moderate reactions to
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social comparison in various situations (Wood, 1989). Both 
of the present studies found that these same moderators 
played only a negligible role in the media exposure-body 
satisfaction relation.
Nevertheless, correlational analyses indicated that 
certain moderators were associated with the tendency to 
engage in comparison to models. For example, Self-Relevance 
of Weight was positively correlated with Comparison to 
Models in both studies; men and women with greater weight 
concern were more likely to engage in comparison. These 
findings support Festinger's (1954) notion that people are 
more driven to evaluate themselves as the dimension of 
comparison becomes more important to them.
In Study 1, Similarity to Models was weakly associated 
with Comparison to Models, but in different directions for 
men and women. Men with higher perceived similarity scores 
tended to compare more, while women with lower perceived 
similarity scores tended to compare more. In Study 2, 
perceived similarity was unrelated to the tendency to 
compare. Given this pattern of results, it is questionable 
whether similarity plays a role in appearance comparisons of 
this type. If it does, further research is required to 
determine whether the role is different for men and women.
Generalization of Findings 
The present research was conducted with predominantly 
white, upper-middle class, college students. Accordingly,
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the findings should only be generalized to people of the 
same age, race, and social class. It is very likely that 
the results would have been different had another population 
been used. Pliner et al. (1990) demonstrated that the 
importance of appearance decreases with age for both men and 
women; it is most important to those under 18 years of age. 
Thus, had the present research been conducted with 
elementary or high school students, perhaps it would have 
yielded stronger findings.
Other research has shown that differences exist between 
white and black adolescents' perceptions of their weight 
(Desmond, Price, Hallinan, & Smith, 1989). Desmond et al. 
(1989) reported that 100% of the heavy white females in 
their study thought they were heavy, while 40% of the heavy 
black females perceived themselves as heavy. A similar 
pattern of results was found for males.
Cross-cultural differences in body image have also been 
demonstrated (e.g., Lerner, Iwawaki, Chihara, & Sorell,
1980; Tiggemann & Rothblum, 1988). For instance, Lerner et 
al. (1980) reported that American adolescents are more 
favorable about their appearance than are Japanese 
adolescents. However, compared to Australian college 
students, American college students are more concerned with 
their weight (Tiggemann & Rothblum, 1988).
Conclusions
Using correlational and experimental approaches, the
present research did not find strong evidence for a relation 
between media exposure and body satisfaction. The relation 
may actually be very weak or methodological difficulties may 
make it difficult to detect effects. However, the 
inconsistent results of past research and the null findings 
of the present research do not disprove a relation between 
body image media exposure and body satisfaction.
Furthermore, methodological limitations should not preclude 
continued research on this topic.
It would be useful to extend research to populations 
other than white, upper-middle class, college students. 
Furthermore, there is much room for continual improvement of 
past methodologies. For example, future studies on self- 
reported media exposure could enhance the magazine exposure 
survey used in the present research. An equivalent number 
of female- and male-oriented magazines could be included so 
that sex of subject would be less likely to confound 
magazine exposure. The measure could also include a more 
comprehensive list of magazines and it could cover other 
forms of media such as television. Future experiments might 
be able to refine the editing process of the stimulus 
advertisements. Given how few studies have been conducted 
in this area, further research is certainly warranted.
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Study 1: Variables Used in Analyses
Predictor Variables
BI Exposure (Self-reported hours and minutes spent reading 
body image magazines)





Weight Locus of Control
Comparison to Models






Body Mass Discrepancy (Ideal-Current Body Mass) 
Figure Discrepancy (Ideal-Current Figure)
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Table 2




















# Items Alpha Coefficient
Males Females























































2 . 29a 
(3.80)
2 .22*
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means. 
an = 207.
*g < .05. **g < .01. ***g < .001.
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Table 4
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Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means, 
“n = 206.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
109
Table 5
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Individual Items
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Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 6
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Individual Items
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(1 .1 2 )
2.09





(1 .1 1 )
2.25 
(1 .0 0 )
2.98**
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means. 
an = 113. bn = 203. cn = 206.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 8



















































































































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means. 
ans vary between 113 and 115. bns vary between 203 and 207. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 9
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Individual Items




































(1 .2 1 )
3.82***
Upper Torso 3.26















3 . 33 
(1 .0 1 )
2.75
(1.18)
4 . 7 0***
Height 3.57
(1 .1 1 )
3 .71 




Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 10
Study 1; Intercorrelations Among Moderator Variables
MALES (n = 115)
RELEV WLOC COMPARE MASS'1
SIMIL .03 .05 .19* .17




FEMALES (n = 208)
RELEV WLOC COMPARE MASSb





Note. SIMIL = Similarity to Models, RELEV = Self-Relevance 
of Weight, WLOC = Weight Locus of Control, COMPARE = 
Comparison to Models, MASS = Current Body Mass. 
an = 1 1 2 . bn = 206.
*E < .05. **p < .01. *** = E < .001.
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Table 11
Study 1: Intercorrelations Among Dependent Variables
MALES (n = 115)
BODSAT SE SOCSE MASSDIS3 FIGDISb
APPEVAL .7 3*** .56*** .49*** . 25** . 26**
BODSAT .4 4*** .46*** .15 .12
SE .48*** .05 .18
SOCSE -.05 .10
MASSDIS . 57***
FEMALES (n = 208")
BODSAT SE SOCSE MASSDISC FIGDISd
APPEVAL .71*** .61*** .40*** .41*** . 49***
BODSAT .60*** .45*** .33*** .47***
SE .52*** .19** .33***
SOCSE -.03 .17*
MASSDIS .65***
Note. APPEVAL = Appearance Evaluation, BODSAT = Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, SE = Self-Esteem, SOCSE = Social Self-Esteem, 
MASSDIS = Body Mass Discrepancy, FIGDIS = Figure 
Discrepancy.
an = 111. bn = 113. cn = 202. dn = 206.
*E < .05. **p < .01. *** = p < .001.
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Table 12
Study 1: Correlations Between Moderator and Dependent 
Variables
MALES3
SIMIL RELEV WLOC COMPARE MASS
APPEVAL . 31** -.24** -.06 .01 -.13
BODSAT . 34** -.30** -.03 -.14 -.13
SE .25** -.21* .04 -.01 -.05
SOCSE .15 -.21* . 24* .07 -.11
MASSDIS .15 -.24* l « CTN .19* - .39***
FIGDIS -.02 — .40*** -.25** .14 -.54***
FEMALESb
SIMIL RELEV WLOC COMPARE MASS
APPEVAL .40*** -.52*** . 21** -.36*** -.37***
BODSAT .34*** -.47*** .21** -.39*** -.25***
SE . 20** -.36*** .18* -.38*** -.08
SOCSE .24*** CO01 . 20** -.16* .07
MASSDIS .18** -.50*** .15* -.24** -.73***
FIGDIS . 25*** -.53*** .18** -.26*** -.49***
Note. APPEVAL = Appearance Evaluation, BODSAT = Body-Areas 
Satisfaction, SE = Self-Esteem, SOCSE = Social Self-Esteem, 
MASSDIS = Body Mass Discrepancy, FIGDIS = Figure 
Discrepancy, SIMIL = Similarity to Models, RELEV = Self- 
Relevance of Weight, WLOC = Weight Locus of Control, COMPARE 
= Comparison to Models, MASS = Current Body Mass.
ans vary between 109 and 115. bns vary between 202 and 208.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 13
Study 1; Correlations Between Magazine Exposure During the 













Body Mass Discrepancy 
Figure Discrepancy
Femalesb
BI Exposure NBI Exposure
Appearance Evaluation -.12 .13
Body-Areas Satisfaction -.05 .12
Self-Esteem -.09 .10
Social Self-Esteem -.01 .09
Body Mass Discrepancy -.12 -.07
Figure Discrepancy -.04 .02
3ns vary from 111 to 115. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p
bns vary from 198 
































Study 1: Correlations Between Magazine Exposure During an 













Body Mass Discrepancy 
Figure Discrepancy
Females13
BI Exposure NBI Exposure
Appearance Evaluation .02 .08
Body-Areas Satisfaction .03 .10
Self-Esteem -.04 .09
Social Self-Esteem .08 .11
Body Mass Discrepancy -.06 .06
Figure Discrepancy -.04 .10
ans vary between 111 and 115. bns vary between 196 and 206.































Study 1: Partial Correlations Between Magazine Exposure and 
All Dependent Variables (Controlling for Sex of Subject')





Body Mass Discrepancy 
Figure Discrepancy










Exposure Purina a Typical Month in High Schoolb
BI Exposure NBI Exposure
Appearance Evaluation .03 .11*
Body-Areas Satisfaction .03 .13*
Self-Esteem -.03 .13**
Social Self-Esteem .07 .19***
Body Mass Discrepancy -.04 -.02
Figure Discrepancy -.02 .03
“ns vary from 309 to 318. bns vary from 307 to 317.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***£ < .001.
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Table 16
Study 1; Means and Standard Deviations from ANOVAs on
Appearance Evaluation_____________________________



























































Note. Standard deviations are m  parentheses next to means.
aSianificant Main Effect
Similarity to Models: F(1,315) = 52.43, p < .001
Self-Relevance of Wt: F(l,315) = 46.61, p < .001
Comparison to Models: F(1,315) = 34.48, p < .001
Body Mass: F(1,313) = 16.70, p < .001
Significant Interaction with Sex of Subject 
Self-Relevance of Wt: F(l,315) = 6.91, p < .01
Wt. Locus of Control: F(1,315) = 7.18, p < .01
Comparison to Models: F(1,315) = 8.76, p < .01
Body Mass: F(1,313) = 3.87, p < .051
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Table 17
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations from ANOVAs on Body-
Areas Satisfaction



































3.43 (.6 6 )
3.02 (.67) 
3.24 (.58)





















Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means. 
significant Main Effect
Similarity to Models: F(1,315) = 57.30, p < .001
Self-Relevance of Wt: F(1,315) = 33.03, p < .001
Comparison to Models: F(1,315) = 42.19, p < .001
Body Mass: F(1,313) = 8.57, p < .01
Significant Interaction with Sex of Subject 
Wt. Locus of Control: F(1,315) = 5.52, p < .05
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Table 18
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations from ANOVAs on Self- 
Esteem



























































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means. 
®Siqnificant Main Effect
Similarity to Models: F(1,315) = 16.22, p < .001
Self-Relevance of Wt: F(l,315) = 22.51, p < .001
Comparison to Models: F(1,315) = 27.41, p < .001
Significant Interaction with Sex of Subject
Comparison to Models: F(1,315) = 8.99, p < .01
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Table 19
Study 1; Means and Standard Deviations from ANOVAs on Social 
Self-Esteem



























































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means. 
®Siqnificant Main Effect
Similarity to Models: F(1,315) = 19.82, p < .001
Wt. Locus of Control: F(1,315) = 5.35, p < .05
Comparison to Models: F(1,315) = 9.92, p < .01
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Table 20
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations from ANOVAs on Body
Mass Discrepancy



























































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means. 
significant Main Effect
Similarity to Models: F(1,305) =11.11, p < .01 
Self-Relevance of Wt: F(1,305) = 38.09, p < .001
Body Mass: F(1,305) = 68.21, p < .001
bSignificant Interaction with Sex of Subject 
BI Exposure: F(1,305) = 5.08, p < .05
Wt. Locus of Control: F(1,305) = 7.49, p < .01
Comparison to Models: F(1,305) = 6.76, p < .05
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Table 21
Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations from ANOVAs on Figure
Discrepancy



























































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means. 
“Significant Main Effect
Similarity to Models: F(1,311) = 11.68, p < .01
Self-Relevance of Wt: F(l,311) = 73.39, p < .001
Comparison to Models: F(1,311) = 4.00, p < .05
Body Mass: F( 1,310) = 65.71, p < .001
bSignificant Interaction with Sex of Subject 
Wt. Locus of Control: F(1,311) = 8.62, p < .01 
Comparison to Models: F(1,311) = 8.21, p < .01
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Table 22
Study 1: Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to
Predict Appearance Evaluation (All Subjects')
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.36 .06 -5. 23 <.001
Body Mass -.18 .03 -3.51 <.001
Sex X Body Mass .83 .01 2.23 A O UJ
R2 = .35
Multiple R = .59 (F(11,305) = 14.96, p < .001)
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Table 23
Predict Bodv-Areas Satisfaction f All Subiects')
Predictor Beta sr2 t u
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.37 .06 -5.24 <.001
Comparison to Models -.18 .02 -3.12 <.01
Weight Locus
of Control .10 .01 2.02 <.05
R2 = .32
Multiple R = .56 (F(ll,305) = 12.86, p < .001)
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Table 24
Study 1: Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to
Predict Self-Esteem (All Subjects')
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.32 .04 -4.04 <.001
Sex X Comparison .46 .02 2.47 <.05
Weight Locus
of Control .12 .01 2.24 <.05
R2 = .18
Multiple R = .43 (F(11,305) = 6.22, p < .001)
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Table 25
Study 1: Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to
Predict Social Self-Esteem (All Subjects')
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Weight Locus 
of Control .24 .05 4.25 <.001
Self-Relevance 
of Weight -.20 .02 -2.44 <.05
Sex X Comparison .39 .01 2.05 <.05
Sex X Self-Relevance -.38 .01 -1.99 <.05
R2 = .11
Multiple R = .33 (F(11,305) = 3.50, p < .001)
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Table 26
Study 1: Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to
Predict Body Mass Discrepancy (All Subjects')
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Self-Relevance
of Weight .19 .07 -6.09 <.001
Comparison to Models .14 .01 2.65 <.01
Sex .75 .01 2.64 <.01
Sex X Comparison .39 .01 2.53 <.05
Sex X Weight Locus 
of Control -.60 .01 -2.43 <.05
R2 = .45
Multiple R = .67 (F(9,299) = 26.91, p < .0 0 1 )
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Table 27
Study 1: Sicrnif icant Predictors from Multiple Rearession to
Predict Ficrure Discrepancy (All Subiects1
Predictor Beta sr2 t £
Self-Relevance 
of Weight -.51 .12
LO•
CO1 <.001
Sex .99 .02 3.73 <.001
Sex X Weight Locus
of Control -.82 .02 -3.49 <.001
Sex X Comparison . 38 .01 2.59 <.05
Comparison to Models .10 .01 2.04 <•05
R2 = .49
Multiple R = .70 (F(9,306) = 32.68, p < .001)
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Table 28
Predict Aooearance Evaluation fMales vs. Females'!
MALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t E
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.25 .05 -2.50 <.05
R2 = .08
Multiple R = .28 (F(5,109) = 1.89, ns)
FEMALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Self-Relevance
of Weight - . 3 0 . 1 2 - 6 . 1 2 < . 0 0 1
Body Mass - . 2 6 . 0 6 1 to < . 0 0 1
Comparison to Models - . 1 7 . 0 3 - 2 . 8 3 < • 0 1
Weight Locus 




Multiple R = .64 (F(5,196) = 27.04, p < .001)
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Table 29
Predict Bodv-Areas Satisfaction (Males vs. Females')
MALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t E
Self-Relevance 
of Weight -.29 .07 -3.01 <.01
R2 = .10
Multiple R = .33 (F (5,109) = 2 .64, p < .05)
FEMALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t E
Self-Relevance 
of Weight -.35 .09 -5.15 <.001
Comparison to Models -.25 .05 -3 .87 <.001
Weight Locus 
of Control .18 .03 3 .06 <•01
Body Mass -.13 .01 -2.06 <.05
R2 = .33
Multiple R = .58 (F(5,196) = 19 .71, p < .0 0 1 )
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Table 30
Study 1: Sianificant Predictors from Multiple Rearession to
Predict Self-Esteem (Males vs. Females')
MALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t E
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.24 .05 -2.43 <.05
R2 = .05
Multiple R = .23 (F(5,109) = 1. 2 2 , ns)
FEMALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t E
Comparison to Models -.27 .06 -3.92 <.001
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.27 .05 -3.76 <.001
Weight Locus
of Control .17 .03 2.65 <.01
R2 = .23
Multiple R = .48 (F( 5,196) = 12.01, p < .0 0 1 )
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Table 31
Study 1: Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to
Predict Social Self-Esteem (Males vs. Females)
MALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Weight Locus
of Control .29 .08 3.14 <.01
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.27 .07 -2.89 <.01
R2 = .14
Multiple R = .37 (F(5,109) = 3.44, p < .01)
FEMALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Weight Locus
of Control .22 .05 3.16 <.01
Comparison to Models -.16 .02 -2.08 <.05
R2 = .08
Multiple R = .28 (F( 5,196) = 3.39, p < .01)
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Table 32
Study 1; Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to
Predict Body Mass Discrepancy (Males vs. Females'!
MALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.29 .08 -3.07 <.01
Comparison to Models .23 .05 2.42 <.05
R2 = .14
Multiple R = .37 (F (4,106) = 4.33, p < .01)
FEMALES
Predictor Beta sr2 t p
Self-Relevance
of Weight -.48 .18 -6.83 <.001
R2 = .25
Multiple R = .50 (F(4,193) = 15.75, p < .001)
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Table 33
Study 1: Significant Predictors from Multiple Regression to




of Weight -.43 .17 -4.90 <.001
Comparison to Models .21 .04 2.38 <.05
Weight Locus
of Control -.19 .03 -2.21 <.05
R2 = .25




of Weight -.52 .22 -7.87 <.001
Weight Locus
of Control .16 .02 2.61 <.01
R2 = .30
Multiple R = .55 (F(4,198) = 21.61, p < .001)
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Table 34
Study 2: Variables Used in Analyses
Independent Variable
Type of Advertisement (with 3 between-subjects conditions)
- Advertisements with thin models
- Advertisements with heavier models
- Advertisements without models
Moderator Variables
Primary;
Similarity to Models 
Self-Relevance of Weight- 
Weight Locus of Control 







Body Satisfaction and Self-Esteem;
Change in Appearance Evaluation 
Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction 
Change in Self-Esteem 
Change in Social Self-Esteem
Reactions to Advertisements:
Average Liking of Advertisements (mean of the 15 
advertisements)
Intention to Buy Products (mean of the 15 advertisements) 
Overall Liking of Advertisements (one item measuring 
overall opinion of advertisements)
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Table 35
Study 2 (Manipulation Check1; Comparison of Judges7 Weight






Model 1 3.00 5.08 10.81***
Shampoo #1 (.45) ( .49)
Model 2 3.45 4.85 3 .63**
Perfume #1 (1.04) ( .80)
Model 3 3.09 5.46 8 .20***
Bar Soap (.83) (.52)
Model 4 3.77 5.27 5.56***
Make-Up #1 (.83) ( .47)
Model 5 3.54 4.73 4.09***
Body Lotion ( .78) ( .65)
Model 6 2.77 4.91 8.63***
Lip Balm ( .83) ( .30)
Model 7 3.15 4.18 2.71*
Razor ( .99) ( .87)
Model 8 3.64 5.15 3.29**
Tan Spray (1.29) (.90)
Model 9 2.92 4.27 4.26***
Make-Up #2 (.76) (.79)
Model 10 2.91 5.62 8.23***
Shampoo #2 ( .83) ( .77)
Model 11 1.81 4.69 10.39***
Facial Cream (.60) ( .75)
Model 12 3.27 4.46 3.35**
Hair Color (1 .0 1 ) ( .6 6 )
Model 13 3.08 5.00 5.34***
Moisturizer (.8 6 ) (.89)
Model 14 3.18 5.85 6.61***
Perfume #2 (.98) ( .99)
Model 15 2.62 5.00 6 .59***
Liquid Soap (.87) ( .89)
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 36
Study 2 ('Manipulation Check 1 : Comparison of Judges' Figure 






Model 1 2.45 4.31 6.05***
Shampoo #1 (.52) (.95)
Model 2 2.64 4.15 4.60***
Perfume #1 (.81) ( .80)
Model 3 2.64 4.85 8.67***
Bar Soap ( .67) ( .56)
Model 4 3.08 4.55 5.58***
Make-Up #1 ( .76) ( .52)
Model 5 2.77 4.09 4.92***
Body Lotion ( .60) ( .70)
Model 6 2.31 3.82 8.36***
Lip Balm ( .48) ( .41)
Model 7 2.46 3.36 3.62**
Razor ( .52) ( .67)
Model 8 3.27 4.46 3.11**
Tan Spray (.91) ( -97)
Model 9 2.62 3.64 4.13**
Make-Up #2 ( .51) ( .67)
Model 10 2.64 4.92 9.78***
Shampoo #2 ( .51) ( .64)
Model 11 1.64 4.15 9.35***
Facial Cream ( .51) ( .80)
Model 12 2.82 3 .69 3.06**
Hair Color ( .75) ( .63)
Model 13 2.62 4.45 6.69***
Moisturizer ( .65) ( .69)
Model 14 2.64 4.92 7.81***
Perfume #2 ( .67) ( .76)
Model 15 2.23 4.55 6.36***
Liquid Soap ( .83) ( .93)
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 37






































































































































( .6 6 )
3 .71 









Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means. 









































































































































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means.
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Table 40
































































































(1 .2 0 )
3 .15 
(1.28)
3 . 25 
(1 .2 1 )
3.04


























































































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means. 
an = 60. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***g < .001.
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Table 41
































































































































































































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses beneath means. 
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***g < .001.
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Table 42
Study 2; Intercorrelations Among Moderator Variables 
(N = 171)
RELEV WLOC COMPARE MASS
SIMIL .00 .21** -.04 -.21**
RELEV -.17* .54*** .30***
WLOC -.19* -.06
COMPARE .00
Note. SIMIL = Similarity to Models, RELEV = Self-Relevance 
of Weight, WLOC = Weight Locus of Control, COMPARE = 
Comparison to Models, MASS = Body Mass.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 43
Study 2: Intercorrelations Among Body Satisfaction and Self- 





















Evaluation .82*** .53*** .43***
Body-Areas 














*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 44
Studv 2: Intercorrelations Amoncr Advertisement Evaluation







*p < .05. **E < .01. *** = E < -001.
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Table 45
and Advertisement Evaluation Dependent
W.*. f---









Evaluation -.01 -.10 .04
Body-Areas 
Satis. .03 -.13 .03
Self-Esteem .11 -.01 .10
Social
Self-Esteem .14 .03 .15
Note. All variables reported in this table were measured 
post-exposure.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 46
Study 2: Correlations Between Moderator and Dependent
Variables (N = 171)









Similarity .32*** .37*** . 37*** .33***
Relevance -.4 7*** — . 48*** -.34*** -.13
Weight LOC .24** . 26** .31*** .12
Comparison -.28*** -.37*** -.25** -.08
Body Mass - .46*** -.38*** -.20** -.07







Similarity .11 .12 .07
Relevance .20* .38*** .16*
Weight LOC .03 -.06 .05
Comparison .10 . 23** .02
Body Mass -.01 .03 .02
Note. SE = Self-Esteem, LOC = Locus of Control
*P < .05. **2 < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 47
Study 2: Means of Variables that Showed Significant Effects
in ANOVAs on Body Satisfaction and Self-Esteem




































Low .09 ( .40) -.14 (.41) .00 ( .38) -.01 ( .40)
High .01 ( .38) .05 (.35) -.16 ( .32) -.02 ( .36)
Body Mass3
Low .03 ( .46) -.19 (.35) .03 ( .40) -.05 ( .41)














Low -.09 (.37) -.10 (.42) -.13 ( .34) -.11 ( .38)
High .11 (.53) .08 (.42) . 07 ( .40) .09 (.46)
Body Massb
Low -.12 ( .40) -.14 (.38) -.06 ( .39) -.11 ( .39)
High .12 (.50) .11 (.44) -.01 ( .38) .07 ( .44)
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Table 47 Continued
Study 2: Means of Variables that Showed Significant Effects
in ANOVAs on Body Satisfaction and Self-Esteem























Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means. 
“Significant Interaction with Type of Advertisement
Change in Appearance Evaluation
Similarity to Models: F( 1,164) = 4.25, 
Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction
E < .05
Comparison to Models: F(1,165)= 3.40, E < .05
Body Mass: F(1,165)= 6.34, E < .01
’Significant Main Effect
Change in Self-Esteem
Self-Relevance of Weight: F(1,165)= 8.85, E < .01
Body Mass: F(1,165)= 7.84, E < .01
Change in Social Self-Esteem
Similarity to Models: F(1,164)= 4.49, E < .05
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Table 48
Study 2: Means of Variables that Showed Significant Effects
in ANOVAs on Advertisement Likina Variables




































Low 2.68 (.37) 2.60 (.53) 2.40 (.56) 2.57 (.50)
High 2.84 ( .38) 2.90 (.36) 2.91 ( .45) 2.88 (.40)
Comparison 
to Models3
Low 2.72 ( .36) 2.49 (.51) 2.53 ( .53) 2.59 (.47)
High 2.80 (-41) 2.92 (.38) 2.82 ( .56) 2 .85 ( .45)
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means.
aSianificant Main Effect 
Average Likina of Ads
Self-Relevance of Weight: F(l,164)= 5.87, p < .05 
Intention to Buv Products
Self-Relevance of Weight: F(1,165)=20.72, p < .001 
Comparison to Models: F( 1,165)=13.82, p < .001
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Table 49
Study 2: Correlations Between Auxiliary Moderator Variables
and All Other Variables (N = 171) 




Correlations Between Auxiliary and Other Moderators
LOC PUBLIC FEMIN
Similarity -.25** -.16* .28***
Self-Relevance .22** .48*** .00
Weight LOC -.24** -.17* .23**
Comparison .15* .50*** .03
Body Mass .06 .13 -.09
Correlations Between Auxiliary and Dependent Variables
LOC PUBLIC FEMIN
Appearance Eval. -.20* -.31*** .12
Body-Areas Satis. -.23** -.36*** .10
Self-Esteem 33*** — .40*** .18*
Social Self-Esteem -.33*** -.29*** .03
Avg. Ad Liking -.10 .14 .19*
Intention to Buy .09 .24** .14
Overall Ad Liking -.03 .11 .12
Note. SIMIL = Similarity to Models, RELEV = Self-Relevance 
of Weight, WLOC = Weight Locus of Control, COMPARE = 
Comparison to Models, MASS = Body Mass, LOC = Locus of 
Control, PUBLIC = Public Self-Consciousness, FEMIN = 
Femininity.
*P < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
155
Table 50
Study 2: Means of Auxiliary Variables that Showed Significant
Effects in ANOVAs on Body Satisfaction and Self-Esteem














































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means.
significant main effect 
Change in Appearance Evaluation
Locus of Control: F(1,164)=4.12, p < .05
Change in Self-Esteem
Public Self-Consciousness: F(1,165)=5.08, p < .05
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Table 51
Study 2: Means of Auxiliary Variables that Showed Significant
Effects in ANOVAs on Advertisement Likina Variables




































































Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses next to means.
significant main effect 
Average Likina of Advertisements
Femininity: F(1,164)=9.63, p < .01
Intention to Buy Products
Public Self-Consciousness: F(1,165)=6.72, p < .05
Significant interaction with Type of Advertisement 
Overall Likina of Advertisements
Locus of Control: F(1,165)=4.22, p < .05
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Figure 1: Appearance Evaluation by Sex,
W L O C , and Bl Exposure
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Figure 2: Body-Areas Satisfaction by Sex, 
W L O C , and Bl Exposure
3.5
2.5
Low Control High Control
W eigh t  Locus  of Control (WLOC)
— Low Exposure -M ales
— High Exposure-Males
• • Low E xp o s u re -F e m a le s












Low Control High Control
W eig h t  Locus  of Control (WLOC)
  Low Exposure-Males
  — High Exposure-Males
  Low E xp o su re -F em a le s














Figure 4: Body Mass Discrepancy by Sex, 
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Figure 5: Body Mass Discrepancy by Sex,
W LO C , and Bl Exposure
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Figure 6: Change in Appearance Evaluation 
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Figure 7: Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction 
by Comparison to Models and Type of Ad
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Figure 8: Change in Body-Areas Satisfaction 
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Figure 9: Overall Liking of Ads 
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A. Next to each magazine, please estimate the number o f  hours and minutes you spent 
reading or looking through that magazine during the past month. If you did not read the 
magazine at all, leave the item blank.
MAGAZINE Time you spent reading the magazine during the PAST MONTH
Better Homes
and Gardens — > hours and minutes (in the PAST MONTH)
Cosmopolitan — > hours and minutes
E lle------------ > hours and minutes
Glamour---------> hours and minutes
G Q ---------------> hours and minutes
Mademoiselle — > hours and minutes
Men's Health — > hours and minutes
Muscle Maeazine: hours and minutes
National
Geographic----- > hours and minutes
N ew sw eek--------> hours and minutes
Popular
M echanics-------> hours and minutes
Reader's Dieest-> hours and minutes
Sassv----------- > hours and minutes
Seventeen------ > hours and minutes
T im e------------ > hours and minutes
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MAGAZINE EXPOSURE SURVEY (CONTINUED)
MAGAZINE Time you spent reading the magazine during the PAST MONTH
U.S. News &
World Report — >  hours and________ minutes (in the PAST MONTH)
V ogu e----------- >  hours and________ minutes
Y M    >  hours and________ minutes
C. N ow  think back to when you were a SENIOR IN HIGH SCHOOL. Next to each
magazine, estimate the number o f  hours/minutes you spent reading or looking through that 
magazine during an average month. If you did not read or look through the magazine, 
leave the item blank.
MAGAZINE Time you spent reading the magazine during an AVERAGE
MONTH (SENIOR YEAR IN HIGH SCHOOL1
Better Homes
and Gardens — > hours and minutes (in an AVERAGE MONTH)
Cosmopolitan — > hours and minutes
E lle------------ > hours and minutes
Glamour---------> hours and minutes
G O ---------------> hours and minutes
Mademoiselle — > hours and minutes
Men's Health — > hours and minutes
Muscle Magazine: hours and minutes
National
Geographic----- > hours and minutes
N ew sw eek--------> hours and minutes
MAGAZINE EXPOSURE SURVEY (CONTINUED)
MAGAZINE Time you spent reading the magazine during an AVERAGE
MONTH fSENIOR YEAR IN HIGH SCHOOL!
Popular
M echanics-----> ________hours and_________ minutes
Reader's Digest->   hours and________ minutes
Sassy----------- >_____ ________hours and_________ minutes
Seventeen----- >_____________hours and_________ minutes
T im e------------ > ________hours and_________ minutes
U.S. News &
World Report — > ________hours and_________ minutes
V ogu e---------- > ________hours and_________ minutes
Y M    > hours and' minutes
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SIMILARITY TO MODELS SURVEY
Instructions: Please use the scale below to answer the following items.
a b c d e
I am very I am somewhat Neutral 
different different
from them from them
I am somewhat 
similar 
to them
I am very 
similar 
to them
When you see models o f  your own sex in magazines, how similar do you think you are to 
them:
1. in general?
2. in terms o f  career success?
3. in terms o f  eating habits?
4. in terms o f  exercise habits?
5. in terms o f  happiness?
6. in terms o f  intelligence?
7. in terms o f  physical appearance?
8. in terms o f  popularity?
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COMPARISON TO MODELS SURVEY
Instructions: Please use the scale below to answer the following items.
a b c d e
Never Once in About half Most o f  Always 
a while o f the time the time
When you see models o f  your own sex in magazines, how often do you compare yourself 
to them:
1. in general?
2. in terms o f  career success?
3. in terms o f  eating habits?
4. in terms o f  exercise habits?
5. in terms o f  happiness?
6. in terms o f  intelligence?
7. in terms o f  physical appearance?
8. in terms o f  popularity?
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BACKGROUND SURVEY
1. Sex: a. Male b. Female
2. A ge:________
3. Class: a. Freshman b. Sophomore c. Junior d. Senior
e. Other (explain:___________  )
4. Major:________________________________
5. How would you describe your current relationship situation?
a. I am married.
b. I am seriously dating one person.
c. 1 am casually dating one person.
d. I am casually dating more than one person.
e. I am not dating anyone.
6. Do you currently do any type o f aerobic exercise or athletic activity once a week or 
more often? (do not include lifting weights)
a. Yes
b. No (skip to question #8)
7. How much time do you spend per week doing aerobic exercises or athletic activities? 
(do not include lifting weights)
 hours and________ minutes
8. Do you currently lift weights once a week or more often?
a. Yes
b. No (skip to question #10)
9. How much time do you spend per week lifting weights?
 hours and_________ minutes
10. Do you currently smoke?
a. Yes — > Number o f  cigarettes per day________ (fill in one number)
b. No
11. What is your height?________ ft.  in.
12. What height would you like to be ideally?________f t ._________ in.
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13. What is your current weight? lbs.
14. How much would you like to weigh ideally? lbs.
15. How much do you think you will weigh one year from now? 11IDS.
16. How often do you weigh yourself? (do not count being weighed by a doctor)
a. Once a day or more often
b. Every other day
c. Once a week





1. Try to remember the products that were advertised. Please list as many products as 
you can remember (including the brand name whenever possible). You may list them in 
any order.
2. Which o f  the following statements best describes your overall opinion o f these 
advertisements?
a. I dislike the ads very much.
b. I dislike the ads somewhat.
c. I have a neutral opinion about the ads.
d. I like the ads somewhat.
e. I like the ads very much.
3. Please list the first thoughts that come to your mind about these ads.
Part 2
Instructions: While each slide is being shown again, please answer the pair o f  items that 
corresponds with that slide.
NOTE: THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WERE INCLUDED FOR EACH OF THE 15 
SLIDES
PRODUCT X
1. Which o f  the following statements best describes your opinion o f  this ad?
a. I dislike the ad very much.
b. I dislike the ad somewhat.
c. I have a neutral opinion about this ad.
d. I like the ad somewhat.
e. I like the ad very much.
2. How likely are you to buy Product X in the future?
a. I definitely will not buy Product X.
b. I probably will not buy Product X..
c. I am not sure whether I will buy Product X.
d. I probably will buy Product X.
e. I definitely will buy Product X.
